Appendix A

AGENCY AND PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

ON THE DRAFT PROGRAM Airport Master Plan
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT Program EIR

During the 45-day public review period on the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR),
from August 31, 2015 through October 16, 2015, the City of Santa Barbara received two written
comment letters. Requests were then made by several additional agencies or organizations for
a two-week extension of the public review period, which was granted. A total of 11 written
comment letters were received by October 30, 2015, and are included in this appendix. In
addition, four oral comments were received — one at an Airport Commission meeting, held on
September 16, 2015, and three at a City Planning Commission hearing, held on October 1, 2015.

This appendix contains all public comments received on the Draft EIR, as well as written
responses, and is organized as follows: First, all comment letters with specific concerns or
guestions have been reproduced and specific responses have been provided. Second, minutes
of the two public meetings held on the EIR are included, with specific responses to oral comments
provided. In one case, additional written material was presented to the City Planning
Commission and is included following the hearing minutes.

In some cases, text and exhibit edits have been made in the Recirculated Draft EIR in response to
comments received. These text (and exhibit) edits have been primarily to:
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e provide clarification (text and exhibits);

e update information that has become available since the publication of the Draft EIR;

e provide additional analysis and mitigation for impacts to Biological Resources;

e address recent court cases regarding the treatment of sea level rise under the California

Environmental Quality Act;

e provide additional analysis and mitigation for impacts to Land Use and Planning;

e update the analysis and mitigation of Transportation/Traffic using the City of Goleta’s
TRAFFIX traffic impact analysis software and Santa Barbara County Association of
Governments’ (SBCAG) Congestion Management Plan conventions; and

e incorporate all revisions into summary sections of the EIR.

The following is a list of all comments that were received during the official public review period:

NAME/ORGANIZATION

Written Comments:

DATE

COMMENT

PAGE

1. Public Utilities Commission August 31, 2015 PUC1-4 A-3
2. Heal the Ocean October 16, 2015 OCEAN 1-12 A-5
3. Santa Barbara County Association of Governments | October 19, 2015 SBCAG1-6 A-14
4. Gordon A. Feingold October 27, 2015 GF 2-12 A-18
5. Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District | October 28, 2015 APCD1-4 A-23
6. California Department of Fish and Wildlife October 29, 2015 CDFW1-18 | A-26
7. Carl and Susan Hopkins October 30, 2015 CSH1-8 A-40
8. City of Goleta October 30, 2015 GOL1-78 A-44
9. Santa Barbara Channelkeeper October 30, 2015 SBCh1-4 A-80
10. Santa Barbara Audubon Society October 30, 2015 AUD1-32 A-83
11. Goleta Slough Management Committee October 30, 2015 GSMC1-29 A-98
Oral Comments:

City of Santa Barbara Airport Commission minutes September 16, 2015 A-115
- Gordon Feingold GF-1 A-116
City of Santa Barbara Planning Commission minutes October 1, 2015 A-119
- Mathew Clint Orr ORR-1 A-121
- Tom McGregor McG1-2 A-121
- Robert James Tribble RIT-1 A-121
- Mathew Clint Orr Planning Commission submittal A-131
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

LETTER 1

EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
320 WEST 4TH STREET, SUITE 500

LOS ANGELES, CA 90013

(213) 576-7083

August 31, 2015

Andrew Bermond

City of Santa Barbara

601 Norman Firestone Road
Santa Barbara, CA 93117
Dear Andrew:

Re: SCH 2014061096 Santa Barbara (SANTA BARBARA) Airport Master Plan - DEIR

The California Public Utilities Commission (Commission) has jurisdiction over the safety of highway-
rail crossings (crossings) in California. The California Public Utilities Code requires Commission
approval for the construction or alteration of crossings and grants the Commission exclusive power
on the design, alteration, and closure of crossings in California. The Commission Rail Crossings
Engineering Branch (RCEB) has received the Draft Environment Import Report (DEIR) from the State
Clearinghouse for the proposed City of Santa Barbara (City) Airport Master Plan. _
According to the DEIR, the project area includes active railroad tracks owned by the Union Pacific
Railroad Company. RCEB recommends that the City add language to the Airport Master Plan so that
any future development adjacent to or near the rail right-of-way (ROW) is planned with the safety of _
the rail corridor in mind. New developments may increase traffic volumes not only on streets and at ™
intersections, but also at at-grade crossings. This includes considering pedestrian circulation
patterns or destinations with respect to railroad ROW and compliance with the Americans with _|
Disabilities Act. Mitigation measures to consider include the planning for grade separations for major |
thoroughfares, improvements to existing at-grade crossings due to increase in traffic volumes, and
continuous vandal resistant fencing or other appropriate barriers to prevent trespassers onto the
railroad ROW.

If you have any questions in this matter, please contact me at (213) 576-7076, ykc@cpuc.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Ken Chiang, P.E.

Utilities Engineer

Rail Crossings Engineering Branch
Safety and Enforcement Division

C: State Clearinghouse
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Response to Letter 1
State of California Public Utilities Commission (PUC)
Dated August 31, 2015

PUC-1: This comment states that the PUC has jurisdiction over the safety of highway-rail
crossings in California.

Response: Comment noted.

PUC-2: This comment states that the project area analyzed within the Draft EIR includes active
railroad tracks (i.e., the Union Pacific Railroad [UPRR]) and recommends that the City add
language to the Airport Master Plan to address future development adjacent to or near the rail
right-of-way.

Response: Although there are railroad tracks within the general vicinity of the Airport, the project
area analyzed within the Draft EIR, as shown in Exhibit 2B, does not include the nearby railroad
tracks. In fact, all areas of the Airport affected by the recommended Development Concept Map
are located south of Hollister Avenue, with only one exception — an avigation easement is
proposed over the portion of the Runway 15R-33L runway protection zone that is located just
north of Hollister Avenue. This avigation easement does not overlie the UPRR tracks or its right-
of-way, nor does it propose any physical development on the ground.

PUC-3: This comments states that new developments may not only increase traffic volumes at
streets and intersections, but also at at-grade railroad crossings. The comment also addresses
pedestrian circulation patterns and compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act.

Response: The only at-grade crossing of the UPRR railroad within a mile of the Airport is at Kellogg
Road, located approximately 0.7 mile east of S. Fairview Avenue. No project-related vehicular or
pedestrian traffic will result in an increase across this at-grade crossing.

PUC-4: This comment suggests mitigation measures for impacts to railroads.

Response: No impacts to railroads will occur as a result of the proposed Airport Master Plan;
therefore, no mitigation is required.
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LETTER 2

— HEXL THE OCEAN

1430 Chapala Street, Santa Barbara, CA 93101;
PO Box 90106, Santa Barbara, CA 93190; Telephone (805) 965-7570; fax (805) 962-0651
www.healtheocean.org

October 16, 2015

Andrew Bermond, AICP

City of Santa Barbara

Planning Division

P.O. Box 1990

Santa Barbara, CA 93102-1990

Re: Draft Program Environmental Impact Report on the Proposed Airport Master
Plan

Dear Mr. Bermond,

Heal the Ocean has had the opportunity to review the draft Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) for the Proposed Airport Master Plan and we have several concerns regarding the
document’s proposed sea level rise mitigation measures. We have been following sea level
rise planning efforts in the region for several years now and have previously provided OCEAN1
input on the need for more progressive sea level rise planning efforts within the City, and
specifically the Airport, which we laid out in our August 2012 comments on the City’s
Climate Action Plan. We appreciate staff’s engagement in dialogue with Heal the Ocean
on these issues to date, but we feel strongly that the document’s proposed measures do not
fully address projected sea level rise at the project site. -

Projected Sea Level Rise at the Santa Barbara Airport —
The City of Santa Barbara Airport (“the Airport”) is already extremely vulnerable to 100-
year flood events and will only become more vulnerable as sea level rise progresses and
accelerates as year 2100 approaches. According to flood estimates and projections included
in Figure 18.2 from the EIR for the Plan Santa Barbara (reproduced below as Figure 1),
most Airport facilities are already vulnerable to inundation in a 100-year flood event under OCEAN2
year 2000 baseline conditions. In analyzing these estimates and projections, the 2012 Santa
Barbara Sea-Level Rise Vulnerability Study states:

“Under present conditions, most of the area between Los Carneros Road in the west,
Hollister in the north, and Fairview in the east, is projected to be flooded during a 100-
year event, as it has in the past.

With a rising sea level, the frequency and magnitude of flooding in the Goleta Slough and
Airport area can be expected to increase. The Current and Predicted Coastal Flooding
Map (Plan Santa Barbara EIR) also highlights the areas to be affected by a 100-year

OCEAN3
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coastal flood with 55 inches (1.4 meters) of sea-level rise (near the high end of the
projections that the State is currently using for the year 2100).

This analysis of existing conditions is corroborated by flood events at the airport over the
last five decades. The appendix of this letter includes several photographs reproduced from
the City of Santa Barbara Sea-Level Rise Vulnerability Study that show extensive flooding
at the Airport in 1969 and 1995.

Figure 1 —100-Year Flood Events for Existing Conditions and Projected 2100 Sea
Level Rise Scenario (Figure 18.2 from the Plan Santa Barbara)®
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Figure 18.2 Current and Predicted Coastal Flooding Due
to Climate Change Sea-Level Rise
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The draft EIR does not Adequately Mitigate for Projected Sea Level Rise ]
The incorporated mitigation measures (HYD/mm-1 & HYD/mm-2) for sea level rise do

not fully and effectively address projected impacts from sea level rise at the Airport. —
Hydrology and Water Quality mitigation measure-2 in the draft EIR would require new n
and reconstructed buildings to be raised one foot above existing base flood elevations.

However, this one foot minimum would certainly not provide adequate protection under |

! Griggs, Gary, and Nicole L. Russell (University of California, Santa Cruz). 2012. City of Santa Barbara
Sea-Level Rise Vulnerability Study. California Energy Commission. Publication number: CEC-500-2012-
XXX, p. 43.

2 City of Santa Barbara. Certified Final Program Environmental Impact Report for the Plan Santa Barbara
General Plan Update — Volume I. AMEC Earth & Environmental, Inc., Sept. 2010, p. 18-11.
<http://www.youplansb.org/docManager/1000000694/18.0_Global_Climate_Change.pdf>.
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future sea level rise scenarios. Even if a project started today, the 75 year lifespan, as
included in the draft EIR, would push a project into the 2090’s, which would certainly OCEANS5
include sea level rise greater than one foot. In other words, raising projects by one foot

would not protect against the draft EIR’s estimates of five feet in sea level rise by the end
of the century. ]

contd

While hydrology and Water Quality mitigation measure-1 is certainly meant to address this
gap by mandating the evaluation of the “best available science” into the planning process OCEANG
for future individual projects within the Airport Master Plan, these mitigation measures
taken as a whole do not represent an appropriately conservative approach.

The draft EIR should be revised so that all individual projects within the Airport Master
Plan incorporate a minimum of one foot base flood elevation above projected 2100 sea
level rise scenarios. Individual sea level rise analysis, as included in mitigation measure-1,
must still be required under this higher baseline. This additional analysis can be used to
adjust the baseline to higher or lower levels based on the best available science at the time OCEAN7
and conditions at individual projects.

This higher baseline is appropriate because the design life of any future project at the
Airport is certain to last until nearly 2100, if not beyond, at which time sea level rise is
expected to have accelerated considerably. _

Furthermore, we find the application of “thicker pavement lifts during regular intervals’ as
wholly inadequate to address future inundation from sea level rise. The draft EIR states
that such a strategy may lose effectiveness over time, the draft EIR gives no indication of OCEANS
potential elevation increases from such a strategy, nor does the draft EIR provide evidence
to conclude that such a strategy could even address existing flooding at the Airport.

Basis for Sea Level Rise Projections Unclear —
Based on the information provided in the draft EIR, the source of staff’s sea level rise
projections of “approximately five feet over the next 85 years” is not entirely clear. The OCEANO
draft EIR does mention the Goleta Slough Sea Level Rise report, which is referenced as
recommending policies to “accommodate at least five feet of sea level rise;” however, itis
not clear from the draft EIR where these projections originated. It was not possible for ]
Heal the Ocean to evaluate these projections within the Goleta Slough Sea Level Rise

report because that report is not available to the public, at least as of the submission of this

letter. OCEAN10

The draft EIR should be revised to make the basis of its sea level rise projections clear. If it
is the Goleta Slough Sea Level Rise report, then that study should be cited and included in
the appendix of the final EIR. ]

Water Quality Impacts from Stormwater Runoff

Heal the Ocean’s primary concerns with the draft EIR entail the need for mitigation of
projected sea level rise impacts; however, we would be remiss if we did not mention our
intent to evaluate future projects at the Airport for stormwater impacts and our expectation OCEANT11
that the City will comply with all provisions of the City’s Storm Water Management Plan
(SWMP), in addition to the Airport’s storm water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP). Our
organization provided input on the formulation of both documents and we will continue to
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track their implementation to ensure that the Airport adequately manages stormwater
runoff.

Conclusion

Heal the Ocean maintains that far more must be done at the Airport and beyond to prepare
for the effects of climate change. The vast majority of the Airport is already vulnerable to
impacts from a 100-year flood event and this will only become more severe as sea level
rise accelerates. It need not be stated that a 100-year flood event does not mean it could
happen in 100 years, it could happen tomorrow.

The draft EIR for the Airport Master Plan must do more to mitigate the serious impacts
that are not only possible, but expected, for the Airport.

Sincerely,
Hillary Hauser, Executive Director James Hawkins, Policy Analyst

OCEANT11
cont'd

OCEAN12
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Appendix:
Historic Photographs of Flooding at the Santa
Barbara Airport

Santa Barbara Airport in 1969°

® Reproduced from Griggs, Gary, and Nicole L. Russell (University of California, Santa Cruz). 2012. City of
Santa Barbara Sea-Level Rise Vulnerability Study. California Energy Commission. Publication number:
CEC-500-2012-039, p. 45.

* Ibid., p. 46.
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Santa Barbara Airport in 1995°

® |bid.
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Response to Letter 2
Heal the Ocean (OCEAN)
Dated October 16, 2015

OCEAN-1: This comment introduces the commenter’s concerns regarding sea level rise at the
project site.

Response: Thank you for your comments. The City believes sea level rise has been adequately
addressed under Section 4.5, Hydrology and Water Quality (see Recirculated Draft EIR).

OCEAN-2: This comment states that the Airport is already vulnerable to inundation in a 100-
year flood event under year 2000 baseline conditions.

Response: Comment noted. The Airport and Goleta Slough are anticipated to experience
increased flood hazards as a result of global climate change. The Draft EIR discusses this fact in
Section 4.5 and states, “The only portions of the Airport that are not located within the 100-year
floodplain are sections of the Airport Industrial Area located north of Hollister Avenue.” In
addition, Ex. 4G of the Draft EIR shows the most recent Federal Emergency Management
Agency’s Flood Insurance Rate Maps for the Airport, which are dated December 4, 2012.

OCEAN-3: This comment discusses the sea level rise predictions of the 2010 Santa Barbara Sea-
Level Rise Vulnerability Study, including Figure 18.2 from the Final EIR on Plan Santa Barbara
General Plan Update. This figure shows the extent of flooding at the Airport if 55 inches (1.4
meters) of sea-level rise occurs by the year 2100, which is near the high end of the State’s
projections in the City Sea-Level Rise Vulnerability Study.

Response: Thank you for your comments. The City believes these concerns have been
adequately addressed under Section 4.5, Hydrology and Water Quality (see Recirculated Draft
EIR).

OCEAN-4: This comment states that the mitigation measures contained in Section 4.5.7 of the
Draft EIR do not adequately address projected impacts from sea level rise at the airport.

Response: Based on recent CEQA case law, the Draft EIR inaccurately characterized flood hazards
resulting from global climate change as a project impact. Pursuant to California Building Industry
Association (CBIA) vs. Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) (2015), CEQA analysis
“is concerned with a project’s impact on the environment, rather than with the environment’s
impact on a project and its users or residents” (CBIA, 62 Cal. 4" at 97). The sea level rise analysis
has been updated in the Recirculated Draft EIR (Section 4.5), and is retained for informational
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purposes only. The proposed mitigation measures to address sea level rise remain as
recommended mitigation measures.

OCEAN-5: This comment states that the recommended measure to require that new and
reconstructed buildings to be raised one fool above existing base flood elevations is no
adequate.

Response: The proposed mitigation would not prevent flooding in all instances over the next 84
years. The Airport Master Plan does not propose to abate all existing flood hazards. The intent
of recommended mitigation measures in the Recirculated Draft EIR (HYD/mm-1 and HYD/mm-2)
is to minimize future flood impacts to the extent feasible.

OCEAN-6: This comment states that using “best available science” into the Coastal
Development Permit approval process for future Airport Master Plan projects is not an
“appropriately conservative approach.”

Response: Thank you for your comment. There are several Airport Master Plan projects for
which it is impractical to predict both the useful life and the hazards presented by sea level rise.
The useful life of airfield pavements is between 10 and 60 years depending upon stress/loads
over time, and paved surfaces may have no more than a 1-inch lip from the surface according to
FAA design standards. The Airport Master Plan will require the Airport Department to design
capital improvements to meet the most recent forecast for the specific project’s useful life. This
avoids unnecessary construction costs while minimizing the hazard presented by sea level rise.

OCEAN-7: This comment states that all Airport Master Plan projects should incorporate a
minimum of 1-foot base flood elevation above projected 2100 sea level rise scenarios.

Response: See previous response to comment OCEAN-6. Given the range of potential sea level
rise scenarios that could occur over the next 85 years, it is not reasonable to mandate a “one size
fits all” base flood elevation requirements at this time. The City believes that assessing projects
through the Coastal Development Permit process using the most accurate sea level rise forecasts
available at the time is a more beneficial approach.

OCEAN-8: This comment states that applying thicker pavement lifts during regular intervals is
inadequate to address future inundation from sea level rise.

Response: Refer to responses to comments OCEAN-5, -6, and -7. Recommended mitigation
measures in the Recirculated Draft EIR (HYD/mm-1 and HYD/mm-2) encourage the Airport
Department to incorporate flood avoidance measures during periodic reconstruction or
rehabilitation of airfield infrastructure. The purpose of this measure is to minimize future flood
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levels due to sea level rise, not to abate existing or future flood risk presented by the
environment. This is a bigger issue that is beyond the scope of the Airport Master Plan.

OCEAN-9: This comment questions the source of information on sea level rise projections
provided in the Draft EIR and the Goleta Slough Sea Level Rise report.

Response: The sea level rise projections discussed in the Draft EIR were consistent with current
estimates agreed to by the Goleta Slough Management Committee in its draft Final Management
Plan (dated February 2015). The Goleta Slough Sea Level Rise and Management Plan document
was finalized subsequent to the preparation of the Draft EIR. In response to this and other similar
comments, it has been incorporated by reference into the Recirculated Draft EIR.

OCEAN-10: This comment states that the commenter was not able to evaluate the sea level
rise projections within the Goleta Slough Sea Level Rise report because it was not available to
the public (as of the date of this comment letter).

Response: See response to comment OCEAN-9. The Goleta Slough Sea Level Rise and
Management Plan was finalized subsequent to the preparation of the Draft EIR and is available
for public review at http://www.goletaslough.org. In addition, the draft Management Plan was
made available to Heal the Ocean through its representative on the Goleta Slough Management
Committee throughout the planning process.

OCEAN-11: This comment states that Heal the Ocean will evaluate future projects at the
Airport for storm water impacts and expects that the Airport will comply with the City of Santa
Barbara Storm Water Management Program (SWMP) and the Airport’s storm water pollution
prevention plan.

Response: Compliance with existing regulations is assumed in the Draft Airport Master Plan as
well as the Draft EIR. Site-specific SWMP requirements will be included in the specific permit
application process. The Draft EIR does not evaluate the efficacy of the SWMP.

OCEAN-12: This comment states that the Airport must do more to prepare for the effects of
climate change and that the Draft EIR must more to mitigate expected impacts.

Response: Pursuant to CBIA v. BAAQMD, the Airport Department cannot be obligated to address
sea level rise impacts through the CEQA process. The Draft EIR retains recommendations to
minimize anticipated future flooding that may be attributed to global climate change. However,
the City recognizes that complete avoidance of these potential flooding impacts is not
economically feasible.
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LETTER 3

Carts Barls a A
Santa baroara, LA

(SBCAG

carnka kark n P I Py e
santa barbara county association of governments

Y 4
October 19, 2015 RECEIVE *
0CT 52 2015 |
Andrew Bermond, AICP RARBARA
Project Planner GMINSGNEQVISIW

City of Santa Barbara

Planning Division

P.O. Box 1990

Santa Barbara, CA 93102-1990

Re: Comments on the Draft Environmental !mpact Report for the Santa Barbara
Airport Master Plan

Dear Mr. Bermond:

The Santa Barbara County Association of Governments (SBCAG) has reviewed the Draft |
Environmental Impact Report for the draft Santa Barbara Airport Master Plan. As the Airport
Land Use Commission for Santa Barbara County, SBCAG is responsible for reviewing the draft
Santa Barbara Airport Master Plan for consistency with the adopted Airport Land Use Plan SBCAGT
under State law. The City referred the draft Master Plan to SBCAG for a consistency review in
early October and SBCAG staff will be bringing the draft Master Plan forward to the Airport Land
Use Commission for a determination of consistency later this year. —

Among its other roles, SCBAG is also designated as the Metropolitan Planning Organization, ]
Regional Transportation Planning Agency and Congestion Management Agency for Santa
Barbara County. In these capacities, SBCAG is responsible for development of the Regional
Transportation Plan-Sustainable Communities Strategy and the Regional Transportation [SBCAG2
Improvement Program, as well as administration of Transportation Development Act
requirements with respect to public transit in Santa Barbara County. SBCAG is also
responsible, in cooperation with local and State agencies, to identify and resolve traffic
congestion problems as specified by law. —

The Airport Master Plan is a key document that will guide overall development of Santa Barbara ]
Airport for the next 15 to 20 years. It also contains vital planning assumptions for our Airport
Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP), which we are currently in the process of updating. | SBCAG3
SBCAG acknowledges the vital project sponsorship that Airport has provided for the ALUCP

update and we look forward to working with you on the project moving forward. _

SBCAG offers the following comments on the draft EIR:

e Impact T-3. The DEIR recognizes that the draft Master Plan would contribute to Class |
regional (cumulative) impacts to three Fairview Avenue intersections (Calle Real, U.S. | SBCAG4
101 SB ramps and Hollister Avenue), as well as to the intersection of Kellogg Avenue
and Hollister Avenue.

Buellton = Carpinteria = Golets » Guadalupe = Lompoc ¥ Santa RBarbara » Santa Maria = Solvang » Santa Barbarg County
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The City of Santa Barbara is required to identify feasible mitigation for these impacts,
which could include, for example, the completion of the Ekwill-Fowler Roads Extension
Project. This project would construct a new section of Ekwill Street west of Route 217
that would extend between Fairview Avenue and Kellogg Avenue. The project would
also extend Fowler Road eastward from its current terminus at Fairview Avenue to
Kellogg Avenue. When completed, this regionally significant project would provide an
alternative east-west travel route to Hollister Avenue through Old Town Goleta.

The Ekwill-Fowler Roads Extensions Project benefits the Airport by providing an
alternative route for those accessing the Airport terminal to and from the east via U.S.
101 (south) or Hollister Avenue. The DEIR and supporting traffic study assume the
completion of the Ekwill-Fowler extension as part of the 2022 and 2032 baseline
conditions. The DEIR notes that approximately 5% of airport-generated trips (long-term:
323 average daily trips; 18 P.M. peak hour trips) will travel via Ekwill Road or Fowler
Road to Kellogg Avenue once the extension project is built (see Appendix F, Figure 4-1).

Without the Ekwill-Fowler extension in place, these trips would need to traverse Fairview
Avenue to access the Terminal area, which would exacerbate the cumulative congestion
impacts on Fairview Avenue and the impacted intersections. Therefore, completion of
this project, which is a priority for the region, would directly mitigate the Master Plan's
contributions to these cumulative impacts.

Also, without the Ekwill-Fowler extension completed, the greater number of vehicle trips
required to travel along Fairview would expose more vehicles and passengers to
potential aircraft hazards from Runway 7-25 (since vehicles traveling along Fairview
Avenue must cross the Runway Protection Zone perpendicular to the flight path,
whereas vehicles on the proposed Ekwill-Fowler Road extension would travel parallel to
the flight path at the edge of the Runway Protection Zone). Therefore, completion of the
Ekwill-Fowler extension would also lessen potential aircraft hazards.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the DEIR. If you have any questions regarding
this letter, please feel free to contact me at 961-8910 or via e-mail at pimhof@sbcag.org.

Sincerely, )
/Q{ ‘(

Peter Imhof

Deputy Executi irector, Planning

(v File (CP 3-04-20)
Hazel Johns, Airport Director, Santa Barbara Airport
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Response to Letter 3
Santa Barbara County Association of Governments (SBCAG)
Dated October 19, 2015

SBCAG-1: This comment establishes SBCAG as the Airport Land Use Commission for Santa
Barbara County and documents that the City referred the draft Airport Master Plan to SBCAG
for a land use consistency review.

Response: Comment noted.

SBCAG-2: This comment establishes SBCAG as the County’s Metropolitan Planning
Organization, Regional Transportation Planning Agency, and Congestion Management Agency.
In these roles, SBCAG is responsible for identifying and resolving traffic congestion problems
per State law.

Response: Comment noted.

SBCAG-3: This comment identifies the relationship between the proposed Airport Master Plan
and the County’s Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, which SBCAG is in the process of
updating.

Response: Comment noted.

SBCAG-4: This comment states that the Draft EIR found that the draft Master Plan would
contribute to Class | cumulative impacts to three Fairview Avenue intersections (Calle Real, U.S.
101 southbound ramps, and Hollister Avenue) as well as to the intersection of Kellogg Avenue
and Hollister Avenue.

Response: As discussed in the Draft EIR under Result T-2 (page 4-121) and Result T-3 (page 4-
124), no project-related trips would go through the South Fairview Avenue and Calle Real
intersection and, therefore, significant cumulative impacts to this intersection are Class lll, Less
than Significant Impact. (The remainder of this comment with respect to the other three
referenced intersections is accurate.)

A revised Traffic Impact Study has been included in the Recirculated Draft EIR (Appendix D), which
re-analyzed project-specific and cumulative trafficimpacts using City of Goleta methodology (i.e.,
Traffix traffic analysis software) and SBCAG conventions. Based on this analysis, implementation
of the Master Plan will contribute trips through two intersections expected to operate at
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unacceptable levels of service in the future (South Fairview Avenue/US 101 NB ramps [year 2032
only] and Kellogg Avenue and Hollister Avenue [years 2022 and 2032]).

SBCAG-5: This comment states that the City is required to identify feasible mitigation, and
notes that the Ekwill-Fowler Roads Extension Project would provide an alternative east-west
travel route to Hollister Avenue.

Response: Comment noted. The Recirculated Draft EIR and revised Traffic Impact Study
identifies feasible mitigation (see Section 4.8.7 and Table 4U).

SBCAG-6: This comment further discusses the benefits of the Ekwill-Fowler Roads Extension
Project.

Response: Comment noted. The revised Traffic Impact Study includes the future extension of
Ekwill Road in the years 2022 and 2032 as a planned intersection improvement. The extension
of Fowler Road is not included as its proposed location within a runway protection zone makes it
less feasible.
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LETTER 4

Gordon A. Feingold

PO Box 6163
Santa Barbara, CA 93160
gatl@sysdyn.com
October 27, 2015
Planning Division
Attn: Andrew Bermond, AICP
City of Santa Barbara GF1lisin
PO Box 1990 Airport Commmission
Santa Barbara, CA 93102-1990 Minutes

Re: Airport Master Plan EIR

To the Santa Barbara Planning Commission and City Council:

I am writing to voice my strong support for the proposed Airport Master Plan. I believe
the proposed Plan is consistent with the City’s General and other plans, current regional GF2
plans, and SBCAG’s existing Airport Land Use Plan (and likely the future Airport Land
Use Compatibility Plan) and I urge its adoption and commencement of the construction
and mitigation projects.

Santa Barbara Airport’s general aviation facilities have long been in need of considerable
improvement, and lag behind airports at other similar municipalities. Santa Barbara’s GF3

tourism-based economy depends on accessibility, and our inadequate general aviation

airport facilities limit our ability to welcome new visitors to our area. _

Currently there 1s a dearth of hangars suitable for accommodating the needs of our

residents and visitors. Our fixed base operators cannot adequately provide the services
and facilities required because they have no space in which to build hangars and provide GF4
ramp space for aircraft. There has been essentially no change in available general aviation

facilities for over 40 years with the single exception of the T-hangar project completed in

2007. —

In addition to providing adequate facilities, the safety aspects of the plan are important.

The Master Plan summary states:

GF5

... the consolidation of all general aviation uses to the north side of the Airport is

one of the primary aspects of the proposed plan and has significant future safety

and efficiency ramifications for the Airport.

City of Santa Barbara A-18 Final Program EIR



A key aspect of the safety benefit is the extension of taxiway H westward to the approach
end of Runway 07. This will eliminate the necessity of crossing aircraft over runway 07 GF6
while taxiing for takeoff on that runway.

It must be kept in mind that runway 07 is the runway in use when low visibility weather
conditions are present at the airport. Visibility can be so low that pilots and controllers
have difficulty seeing the runway and its crossing taxiways, thus operations that require
additional taxiing to cross the runway significantly increase the chance for a runway GF7
incursion and an accident. Without taxiway H, the number of runway crossings will
significantly increase, since general aviation activities will all be on the north side of the
airport. The taxiway H extension will virtually eliminate the danger and it should be
done, with the proposed slough impact mitigations adopted. —

May I remind everyone of the lives that were saved when the runway was shifted 800 feet
west several years ago, under the Runway Safety Area Project for Runway 7-25. There

were some who objected to the project, which, like this one, required mitigation for effects
on the slough. Literally weeks after the extension project filled in the ditch in the slough, a GF8
jet aircraft overran the runway to the west and came to rest safely in the new overrun
area. These people would have been killed had the extension not been done (and the

aircraft would no doubt have spilled jet fuel into the slough). —

The proposed extension of taxiway H offers the same kind of lifesaving potential, as well

as decreasing the likelihood of a fuel spill into the slough in the event of an accident. As
the Plan states:

Although removing the Taxiway H and related projects from the proposed Master
Plan would reduce environmental impacts, it would continue unsafe and
inefficient airfield circulation patterns at the Airport that create safety hazards to GF9
aircraft using the runway and taxiway system. If a full-length parallel taxiway
north of Runway 7-25 is not provided, aircraft utilizing the north general aviation
ramps would continue to cross the active primary runway to get to the Runway 7
threshold. This situation has been identified by FAA as a safety “hot spot.”

Let’s not let that “hot spot” turn into a “death zone.” Let’s extend taxiway H.

Regarding the preservation of all three World War IT Hangars Nos. 1, 2, and 3 (buildings
Nos. 309, 317 and 267, respectively), I support the preservation of one of these hangars,
but not all three, as this significantly reduces the area available for much-needed new
aviation facilities and for future expansion. Certainly the historical value can be preserved
by saving only one of these hangars, because they are virtually identical in form and
historical significance. Keeping the other two is redundant and wasteful. GF10

When I recently visited the Oregon Historical Society Museum in Portland Oregon, they
had a restored covered wagon on display, from the pioneer days. It was cool. However,

they did not have three of them side by side, nor would this have added any value to the
exhibit.
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As stated in the EIR (NRHP Ciriterion A through D), “However, given the large number
of properties associated with World War II and with the training of troops, not every GF10

associated property is necessarily historically significant.” I agree, and we only need to (cont'd)
preserve one of these hangars.

Regarding the preservation of Buildings 248 and 249 (colloquially known as the
“boneyard” hangars), I believe this is a waste of time and money. As Rick Harrison says
on the TV show Pawn Stars, “Just because something is old doesn’t make it valuable.
Sometimes old things are just old.” No one will miss these dilapidated old structures
except the termites that are holding them together, and in 41 years at the airport I have GF11
never heard of anyone expressing the slightest interest in viewing them for historical
purposes. “Mothball” them in place if you must, but the cost of actually relocating them
(1) 1s significant and unnecessary. They have had a tortured life; Put them out of their
misery. I recommend Table 4H Option 4: the “Document and Demolish Option.”

In closing, and having reviewed the EIR, I again express my support for the proposed GE12

Airport Master Plan and ask you to do so as well.

Respecttully

R S~

Gordon A. Feingold

48 year Santa Barbara resident
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Response to Letter 4
Gordon Feingold (GF)
Dated October 27, 2015

GF-1: See Airport Commission minutes (September 16, 2015) for Mr. Feingold’s first comment.
GF-2: Commenter is voicing his support for the proposed project and states his belief that the
proposed Airport Master Plan is consistent with other local and regional planning documents.
Response: Comment noted.

GF-3: Comment states that the Airport’s general aviation facilities need considerable
improvement.

Response: Comment noted.

GF-4: Comment states that the Airport needs more hangars and that the lack of hangars
hampers the ability of fixed based operators to provide adequate services.

Response: Comment noted.

GF-5: Comment states that the safety aspects of the proposed Airport Master Plan are also
important.

Response: Comment noted.

GF-6: Comment identifies the extension of Taxiway H westward to the approach end of
Runway 7 as a key aspect of the safety benefits of the proposed project.

Response: Comment noted.
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GF-7: Comment discusses the safety issues that currently exist when operations require taxiing
across Runway 07, especially during low visibility weather conditions. The comment also
points out that if general aviation activities are relocated to the north side of the Airport,
additional runway crossings will occur if the Taxiway H extension is not also constructed.
Response: Comment noted.

GF-8: Comment describes a previous incident that occurred after Runway 7-25 was shifted 800
feet to the west involving a pilot that overran the runway, but was able to avoid potential
fatalities and the spillage of jet fuel into the Slough by using the new overrun successfully.
Response: Comment noted.

GF-9: Comment restates the commenter’s support of the proposed project, especially the
extension of Taxiway H.

Response: Comment noted.

GF-10: Comment states the commenter r’s support for preserving one of the Airport’s World
War Il hangars, rather than preserving all three, which the commenter views as redundant and
resulting in a significant reduction in the area available for needed aviation facilities and future
expansion.

Response: Comment noted.

GF-11: Comment states the commenter’s opposition to the preservation of Building Nos. 248
and 249, and his preference for documenting their historic characteristics and then demolishing

them, or, at the most, mothballing them in place.

Response: Comment noted.

GF-12: Comment restates the commenter’s support for the proposed project.

Response: Comment noted.
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- LETTER 5
i Our Vision ¥& Clean Air

Santa Barbara County
Air Pollution Control District

FCEIVED)

October 28, 2015

NOV G2 2015
City of Santa Barbara CITY OF A
Planning Division SANTA BARBARA
Attn: Andrew Bermond PLANNING DIVISION
P.O. Box 1990

Santa Barbara, CA 93102

Re: APCD Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Santa Barbara Airport
Master Plan (MST2013-00453), SCH# 201406096

Dear Mr. Bermond:

The Air Pollution Control District (APCD) has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for
the referenced project. The Santa Barbara Airport Master Plan provides guidance for the Airport’s
overall development for the next 15-120 years based on Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)-
approved forecasts of aviation activity at the Santa Barbara Airport and provides development scenarios
for the short term (2017), intermediate term (2022) and long term (2032). These development scenarios
are not only reflective of the level of activity forecast to occur at the Airport, but are dependent on
federal funding cycles and the availability of grant money for aviation projects. The proposed Airport
changes in the Master Plan consist of:

1. Airfield Recommendations: Extension of Taxiway H to the west, parallel to the main instrument
runway, restriping of existing paved areas, paving light lanes along taxiway edges, relocating APCD1
entrances and exits from the taxiway system to comply with Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA) recommendations.

2. North Landslide Recommendations: Consolidation of general aviation operations to facilitate
two Fixed Base Operator (FBO) lease areas on the northeast portion of the airfield to provide
tenant and visiting private aircraft services and facilities, and support facility changes including
relocation of the Airport Maintenance Yard.

3. Terminal Area Recommendations: Construction of a new Long Term Parking Lot south of the
Airline Terminal to accommodate 1,315 new or relocated parking spaces, expansion of the
Airline Terminal, and relocation of the south-side FBO.

The Santa Barbara Airport is located on 948-acres adjacent to the City of Goleta and the University of
California, Santa Barbara, and eight miles to the west of the downtown City of Santa Barbara area.

Air Pollution Control District staff offers the following comments on the Draft EIR:

1. Section 4.1 AIR QUALITY/GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS, 4.1.1, Regulatory Setting, Federal, APCD2
page 4-3: Please clarify that PM,s includes particulate matter of 2.5 micrometer or less in

diameter. |

Louis D. Van Mullem, Jr. = Air Pollution Control Officer

260 North San Antonio Road, Suite A = Santa Barbara, CA « 93110 - 805.961.8800
City of Santa Barbara OurAir.org « twitheR8om/OurAirSBC Final Program EIR



APCD Comments on SCH# 201406096, The Santa Barbara Airport Master Plan (MST2013-00453)
October 28, 2015
Page 2

2. Section 4.1 AIR QUALITY/GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS, 4.1.2, Applicable Plans and Policies,
Regional, page 4-4: The 2010 Clean Air Plan (CAP) is referred to; however, please note that
there is a more recently adopted CAP. The 2013 CAP was adopted in March 2015 and it can be
viewed on our website at http://www.ourair.org/clean-air-plans/. Please update the document
and analysis with the most recent 2013 CAP.

3. Section 4.1 AIR QUALITY/GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS, 4.1.4, Project-Specific Impacts, Long-
Term (Operational) Emissions, page 4-10: It is stated that “Airport emissions for both ROC and
NO, would be below the APCD threshold of 25 pounds per day in both the short and long term
build out scenarios.” Please specify that this APCD threshold applies to motor vehicle trips only.
Please also include a discussion of the APCD threshold of emissions from all project sources
(both stationary and mobile) of less than 240 pounds per day for reactive organic compounds
(ROC) and NOy, and 80 pounds per day for PMo.

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please feel free to contact me at (805) 961-8893
or via email at NightingaleK@sbcapcd.org.

Sincerely,
Krista Nightingale,
Air Quality Specialist

Technology and Environmental Assessment Division

cc: TEA Chron File
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Response to Letter 5
Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District (APCD)
Dated October 28, 2015

APCD-1: This comment summarizes the main changes to Airport facilities as recommended in
the proposed Airport Master Plan.

Response: Comment noted.

APCD-2: This comment requests a clarification to the text of Section 4.1 AIR QUALITY/
GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS, 4.1.1, Regulatory Setting - Federal to indicate that PM;s
includes particulate matter of 2.5 micrometer or less in diameter.

Response: This change to the text has been made in the Recirculated Draft EIR.

APCD-3: This comment requests a clarification to the text of Section 4.1 AIR QUALITY/
GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS, 4.1.2, Applicable Plans and Policies - Regional to update the
discussion and analysis to reflect the recently adopted 2013 Clean Air Plan (adopted in March
2015).

Response: This change to the text has been made in the Recirculated Draft EIR.

APCD-4: This comment requests a clarification to the text of Section 4.1 AIR QUALITY/
GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS, 4.1.4, Project-Specific Impacts — Long-Term (Operational)
Emissions to specify that the APCD threshold of 25 pounds per day applies to motor vehicle
trips only and to include a discussion of the APCD threshold from all project sources of less than
240 pounds per day of reactive organic compounds (ROC) and NOy, and 80 pounds per day for
PMa1o.

Response: This change to the text has been made in the Recirculated Draft EIR.
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LETTER 6

CmFRl i State of California — Natural Resources Agency EDMUND G. BROWN JR.. Governor
| DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE CHARLTON H. BONHAM, Director
| South Coast Region
%aa) 3883 Ruffin Road
Y San Diego, CA 92123

i widife.ca gov ECEIVE

October 29, 2015 NOV [}2 2015
Andrew Bermond, AICP CITY OF A

City of Santa Barbara, Planning Division SANT

P.O. Box 1990 PLANNING DIVISION

Santa Barbara, CA 93102-1990
ABermond@SantaBarbaraCA.gov

Subject: Draft Program Environmental Impact Report for the Santa Barbara Airport
Master Plan Project, SCH # 2014061096, Santa Barbara County

Dear Mr. Bermond:

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) received a Notice of Completion of
a Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (DPEIR) from the City of Santa Barbara (City) for
the subject Project pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

The proposed Project provides guidance for the Airport’s overall development for the next 15-20
years, and includes:

e Taxiway extensions and improvements:

» Consolidation of general aviation operations and support facility changes, and;

e Construction of a new Long Term Parking Lot, expansion of the Airline Terminal, and
relocation of the south side Fixed Base Operator.

The Master Plan relies on FAA-approved forecasts of aviation activity at the Airport and

provides development scenarios for the short term (2017), intermediate term (2022), and long
term (2032). If these growth assumptions are not fully realized, the phasing of recommended CDEW1
improvements would be adjusted to meet actual demand at the Airport.

The Santa Barbara Airport (Airport) is located on approximately 948 acres west of the City and
adjacent to the City of Goleta and the University of California, Santa Barbara, in Santa Barbara
County. The Airport is adjacent to and north and east of the Goleta Slough and the
Department-designated Goleta Slough Ecological Reserve (GSER).

Proposed Project impacts include the removal of approximately 12.4 acres of annual brome
grassland on the GSER for construction of Taxiway H. The annual brome grassland on-site is
composed of non-native short to tall grasses and native and non-native broadleaf forbs.
Potential impacts to biological resources from Taxiway H construction could include a loss of
jurisdictional wetlands. Measures proposed in the DPEIR to mitigate the potential loss of
wetlands include on-site wetlands restoration; this could result in additional acreage of habitat
disturbance (up to 29.8 acres).

Wildlife with the potential to be impacted by the project include the Federal Endangered and
California Species of Special Concern southern steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss) and
tidewater goby (Eucyclogobius newberryi), the State Endangered Belding’s savannah sparrow
(Passerculus sandwichensis beldingi), the State Fully Protected white-tailed kite (Elanus
caeruleus), and 17 species of California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) List 1B and locally rare
plants.

Conserving California,s Wildlife Since 1870
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Andrew Bermond, AICP

City of Santa Barbara, Planning Division
October 29, 2015

Page 2 of 8

Measures proposed in the DPEIR to mitigate impacts to biological resources include a
programmatic wetland restoration plan and establishment of buffers (if feasible) and other best
management practices prior to and during construction. According to the DPEIR, these
measures all are subject to Department review and approval.

The following statements and comments have been prepared pursuant to the Department’s
authority as a Responsible Agency under CEQA Guidelines section 15381 over those aspects
of the proposed project that come under the purview of the California Endangered Species Act
(Fish and Game Code § 2050 et seq.) and Fish and Game Code section 1600 et seq., and
pursuant to our authority as Trustee Agency with jurisdiction over natural resources affected by
the project (California Environmental Quality Act, [CEQA] Guidelines § 15386). These
comments and recommendations are based on the requirement for the environmental document
to include the following information:

¢ Identification of environmental impacts of the proposed Project (CEQA Guidelines, §§
15063, 15065, 15126, 15126.2,15126.6 & 15358); and,

s A description of feasible mitigation measures to avoid potentially significant impacts,
and/or mitigate significant impacts, of the proposed Project on the environment (CEQA
Guidelines, §§ 15021, 15063, 15071, 15126.2, 15126.4 & 15370).

In addition, the Department and the City manage and/or maintain the approximately 400 acre
City-owned portion of the GSER,; the Reserve is protected by the California Code of
Regulations, under Title 14 Section 550. Changes in land use designation under Title 14 must
be authorized through the California Fish and Game Commission. Allowable wildlife-dependent
activities are described in Section 550; any other activity is prohibited (Title 14 CCR, § 550(q)).

Program EIR

The purpose of the DPEIR is to provide a programmatic assessment of the Airport's proposed
Airport Master Plan (Master Plan) under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
Future projects recommended in the Master Plan would require discretionary approvals at the
time that they are ready for implementation. CEQA Guidelines §15168 describes the processes
to apply for a program EIR. CEQA Guidelines §15168(c)(1) discusses the use of initial studies
to guide the decision to prepare additional EIRs or negative declarations for activities which
would have effects not examined in the DPEIR.

The DPEIR states that a full analysis of Project impacts on jurisdictional wetlands and indirect
impacts on Carneros Creek and Goleta Slough cannot be undertaken until projects are actually
proposed and project’s construction details are known. At that time, a thorough evaluation of the
project under CEQA would be required. All actions would be subject to future review by the City
under CEQA,; the Program EIR will be used to help determine the appropriate subsequent
CEQA review.

CEQA Guidelines §15168(c)(2) also states:

If the agency finds that pursuant to Section 15162, no new effects could occur or no new

mitigation measures would be required, the agency can approve the activity as being within the
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Andrew Bermond, AICP

City of Santa Barbara, Planning Division
October 29, 2015
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scope of the project covered by the program EIR, and no new environmental document would

be required.
CDFW3

The Department therefore submits these comments with the assumption that no subsequent cont'd
CEQA documents will be circulated for the Project, and that no future opportunity will be
available for the Department to comment within the purview of the CEQA process.

Expansion of Infrastructure with Sea Level Rise

Much of the airport’s current infrastructure is located in the existing Goleta Slough 100 year
floodplain and lies on fill placed in the historic center of the Goleta Slough ecosystem,
fundamentally altering the hydrology and aquatic wildlife habitat function of this important CDFW4
coastal ecosystem. Four streams converge in this low lying area. Runways lie at low elevations
adjoining remnant slough wetland and upland transition areas. Runways are typically located at
elevations between 10 and 15 feet mean sea level, with low points (Revell, et al. 2014).

The DPEIR notes that the Santa Barbara General Plan Safety Element projects the Airport will
experience increased flooding attributable to changing climate and sea level rise over the useful
life of the projects proposed in the Master Plan. Preliminary analysis of vulnerabilities within the
Goleta Slough area associated with sea level rise and climate change further confirms the
likelihood of increased flooding and hydrologic shifts within the remaining low-lying slough and
airport area (Revell, et. al. 2014). The Department is concerned that the Project proposes to
install additional airport infrastructure and impervious surfaces over the next thirty years, further
altering the hydrology of this vulnerable area.

The remaining slough ecosystem is confined by airport fill, existing topography and other
surrounding infrastructure. This area will be experiencing continued adverse impacts from sea CDFW5
level rise, increased storm surges, extreme high tide events, more frequent and intense
flooding, and shifting hydrologic and physical habitat conditions, which are expected to worsen
over time (Revell, et al. 2014). Preliminary analysis indicates a likelihood of a substantial loss of
Goleta Slough mid-marsh habitats. These habitats are utilized by an onsite population of
Belding’s savanna sparrow, and by many other species of plants and animals which utilize
vegetated tidal and non-tidal salt marsh habitats (Revell, et. al. 2014). Much of this area will be
converted to un-vegetated mud flats by the year 2100 if current trends continue (Revell, et al.
2014). This suggests little suitable habitat will remain to sustain a viable onsite Belding’s
savanna sparrow population. Similarly, the high-marsh zone which supports a rich diversity of
species will be largely confined by infrastructure (Revell, et al. 2014). Unless the slough is able
to recalibrate and readjust its location topographically in response to changing conditions, it is
unlikely that it will continue to provide important wildlife habitat functions and values, or sustain
viable populations of key wildlife species. —

Given these considerations, the Department recommends the environmental analysis include an
alternative that would focus on an airport relocation strategy over the next thirty year planning CDFW6
window, and include a Goleta Slough restoration component that would allow for natural
recalibration and habitat adjustments to take place.

Removal of GSER lands

The DPEIR presents specific actions that would, over time, remove additional city-owned lands CDFW7
currently protected as the GSER and currently zoned under the Local Coastal Plan as Goleta
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Slough Reserve Zone (Reserve Zone). Removal of lands within this designated area and
conversion to airport uses will further fragment and degrade the values for which GSER was
established. With sea level rise continuing to threaten these remaining areas, loss of transitional
and upland habitats within Goleta Slough will further confine the slough ecosystem, reduce flood
refugia for wildlife, and limit the slough’s ability to expand upslope and adjust to changing
physical and hydrologic conditions.

The proposed Project would further reduce upland, transitional and remnant wetland habitat
areas that: a) currently provide a variety of important functions within the protected slough
ecosystem, and; b) are essential to reducing adverse effects on species and habitats stemming
from sea level rise. Project components that would affect the GSER are therefore a concern to
the Department and are potentially inconsistent with the Cooperative Agreement between the
City and the Department (dated August 25, 1987). The Department requests that new project
features proposed to be constructed on the GSER, including Taxiway H, be relocated to other
areas or eliminated from the proposed Project.

Taxiway H Feature

The DPEIR describes various components that could include removal of areas vegetated with
annual grasses and remnant coastal wetlands and convert them to new features, including a
taxiway for waiting airplanes (Taxiway H). The DPEIR indicates that removal of GSER lands for
this taxiway and other proposed new features could be found consistent with the Local Coastal
Plan (LCP) Condition 29.25.030, and describes this as a potential “incidental public service
purpose” and a project necessary to “maintain existing infrastructure” (LCP 29.25.030.B). This is
concerning to the Department. In addition to the loss of currently protected habitat that would
occur if Taxiway H and other features are constructed in the GSER, additional infrastructure
creates a need for more maintenance that ultimately further stresses habitats and species in
Goleta Slough.

The habitat area on existing GSER proposed for expansion of Taxiway H, for example, supports
foraging habitat for the white-tailed kite and other wildlife species (Mark Holmgren, pers.
comm.). Foraging habitats proximate to known white-tailed kite nesting sites (including one
within the 400 acre Reserve Zone) are essential to the survival and reproduction of this
declining raptor in the local and regional area. The Department would consider loss of foraging
habitat proximate to known nests to be significant at the project level and add to cumulative
habitat losses in the surrounding area.

Existing transitional and upland habitats within the Goleta Slough ecosystem are very important
to sustaining slough functions and species diversity, and such areas also represent locations
where some habitat shifts can occur as sea levels rise. Removal of such areas by
implementation of the proposed Project leaves fewer options for sustaining species and habitat
values for future generations as the LCP requires (LCP Chapter 29.25).

Replacement of Perimeter Fencing and Wildlife Movement in the GSER

The proposed Project includes a component to replace the southern sections of the existing
perimeter fencing surrounding the GSER and Airport area. Currently, most of the GSER is
surrounded by chain-link fencing which forms a substantial barrier to wildlife movement into and
out of the surrounding area.

City of Santa Barbara A-29 Final Program EIR

CDFW7
cont'd

CDFW8

CDFW9

CDFW10

CDFW11



Andrew Bermond, AICP

City of Santa Barbara, Planning Division
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The Department recommends the proposed Project include a component to improve access for
key wildlife species to move into and out of the GSER area. Provisions for providing additional
passage by modifying the existing fencing at key points are necessary to achieve a better
balance within an ecosystem that should support coyotes, gray foxes, and bobcats as key
predators. Any new fencing should be constructed to provide for passage by these types of
animals, and improve access between lands within the GSER owned by the Department and
adjoining Airport-owned Reserve Zone (which is also GSER).

Mitigation Measures

The Project proposed on-site wetlands restoration of up to 29.8 acres of upland habitat to
mitigate the potential loss of wetlands from Taxiway H construction amounts to conversion of
uplands and additional loss of upland habitat. This is concerning to the Department, as
explained above. Converting uplands to wetlands as a potential mitigation measure would not
compensate for loss of existing, protected GSER, would not replace the functions and values of
upland and transitional habitats, and would not replace foraging values for white-tailed kite and
other species that would be lost. The Department therefore recommends a mitigation strategy to
include a habitat compensation component to mitigate the loss of upland acreage in addition to
wetland acreage, and associated wildlife resource function. _

The proposed Project identifies four areas where 29.8 acres of upland habitat would be
converted to wetlands to mitigate the potential loss of wetlands. These areas currently support
habitats that sustain small mammal food sources for white-tailed kite and other foraging raptors
and predators. Area 4 is primarily vegetated by meadow barley (Hordeum brachyantherum),
(Rincon, 2015), suggesting the area already supports a native grassland that would be
considered potential environmentally sensitive habitat, and indicates it is already a state wetland
(meadow barley is a facultative wetland indicator pursuant to Reed, 1988). This area is not
identified as wetland on maps prepared for the PDEIR, (see PDEIR Exhibit 4c). The Department
has observed the sensitive, annual plants Coulter’s goldfields (Lasthenia coulteri) and southern
tarplant (Centromadia parryi subsp. australis) on Area 2. Coulter’s goldfields and southern
tarplant both exhibit highly variable distributions and abundance. Other sensitive and declining
wildlife resources are also likely to occur in these areas. The Department therefore does not
support the proposed mitigation approach to grade these areas to a lower elevation, and

convert them to wetlands.

Impacts to Nesting Birds

The Department recommends that measures be taken to avoid Project impacts to nesting birds.
Migratory nongame native bird species are protected by international treaty under the Federal
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918 (Title 50, § 10.13, Code of Federal Regulations).
Sections 3503, 3503.5, and 3513 of the California Fish and Game Code prohibit take of all birds
and their active nests including raptors and other migratory nongame birds (as listed under the
Federal MBTA). Proposed project activities (including, but not limited to, staging and
disturbances to native and nonnative vegetation, structures, and substrates) should occur
outside of the avian breeding season which generally runs from February 1- September 1 (as
early as January 1 for some raptors) to avoid take of birds or their eggs. If avoidance of the
avian breeding season is not feasible, the Department recommends surveys by a qualified
biologist with experience in conducting breeding bird surveys to detect protected native birds
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occurring in suitable nesting habitat that is to be disturbed and (as access to adjacent areas
allows) any other such habitat within 300 feet of the disturbance area (within 500 feet for
raptors). Project personnel, including all contractors working on site, should be instructed on
the sensitivity of the area. Reductions in the nest buffer distance may be appropriate depending
on the avian species involved, ambient levels of human activity, screening vegetation, or
possibly other factors.

Impacts to State-listed Species

The proposed Project would expand facilities on existing GSER and adjoining non-reserved
lands and habitat areas. The proposed Project has the potential to result in take of Belding’s
savanna sparrows, which are year-round residents of the Goleta Slough and would be expected
to be in and adjacent to areas proposed for additional facilities and restoration mitigation.
Timing project activities and mitigation efforts to avoid the general bird nesting season cannot
assure avoidance of Belding’s savanna sparrow, and the Department does not believe the
potential for take of Belding’s savanna sparrow resulting from the proposed Project activities
can be eliminated.

The Department considers adverse impacts to a species protected by the California
Endangered Species Act (CESA), for the purposes of CEQA, to be significant without full
mitigation. As to CESA, take of any endangered, threatened, candidate species, or state-listed
rare plant species that results from the Project is prohibited, except as authorized by state law
(Fish and Game Code, §§ 2080, 2085; Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §786.9). Consequently, if the
Project, Project construction, maintenance, or any Project-related activity during the life of the
Project will result in take of a species designated as endangered or threatened, or a candidate
for listing under CESA, the Department recommends that the Project proponent seek
appropriate take authorization under CESA prior to implementing the Project. Appropriate
authorization from the Department may include an Incidental Take Permit (ITP) or a consistency
determination in certain circumstances, among other options (Fish and Game Code §§ 2080.1,
2081, subds. (b),(c)). Early consultation is encouraged, as significant modification to the Project
and mitigation measures may be required in order to obtain a CESA Permit.

The Department finds the DPEIR to be lacking in its description of Project impacts and resultant
mitigations regarding Belding’s savannah sparrow. Revisions to the Fish and Game Code,
effective January 1998, may require that the Department issue a separate CEQA document for
the issuance of an ITP unless the Project CEQA document addresses all Project impacts to
CESA-listed species and specifies a mitigation monitoring and reporting program that will meet
the requirements of an ITP. For these reasons, biological mitigation monitoring and reporting
proposals should be of sufficient detail and resolution to satisfy the requirements for a CESA
ITP.

Impacts to Jurisdictional Drainages

The Department has regulatory authority with regard to activities occurring in streams and/or
lakes that could adversely affect any fish or wildlife resource. For any activity that will divert or
obstruct the natural flow, or change the bed, channel, or bank (which may include associated
riparian resources) or a river or stream or use material from a streambed, the Project applicant
(or “entity”) must provide written notification to the Department pursuant to Section 1602 of the

CDFW14
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Andrew Bermond, AICP

City of Santa Barbara, Planning Division
October 29, 2015

Page 7 of 8

Fish and Game Code. Based on this notification and other information, the Department then
determines whether a Lake and Streambed Alteration (LSA) Agreement is required. The
Department's issuance of an LSA Agreement is a project subject to CEQA. To facilitate
issuance of a LSA Agreement, if necessary, the environmental document should fully identify
the potential impacts to the lake, stream or riparian resources and provide adequate avoidance,
mitigation, monitoring and reporting commitments for issuance of the LSA Agreement. The
Department considers salt marsh wetlands to be a riparian resource, as salt marshes are
hydrologically interconnected between stream channels and subsurface water tables. Early
consultation is recommended, since modification of the proposed project may be required to
avoid or reduce impacts to fish and wildlife resources. Again, the failure to include this analysis
in the Project’s environmental document could preclude the Department from relying on the
Lead Agency’s analysis to issue a LSA Agreement without the Department first conducting its
own, separate Lead Agency subsequent or supplemental analysis for the Project.

Some of the projects as proposed in the DPEIR may include impacts from construction to
streambeds and wetlands within Department jurisdiction. Therefore, notification under Section
1600 et seq. will be required. A notification package may obtained online by visiting the
Department’s website at http://www.dfg.ca.gov/1600/1600.html. Our San Diego office may be
called at (858) 636-3160 to initiate the 1600 process.

Proposed Alternatives

One alternative was described in the DPEIR, besides the No-Project Alternative. This alternative
was described as the Environmentally Superior alternative and consisted of the proposed
Project, minus the construction of the Taxiway H extension and related projects. Removing the
Taxiway H component of the Project would address almost all of the Department's concerns
regarding loss of upland habitat and associated negative impacts to wildlife resources within the
GSER. It would also eliminate the need for mitigating the potential loss of wetlands and
associated upland habitat conversion to wetlands. If the Project is built, the Department
recommends the Environmentally Superior alternative become the approved project. This would
substantially lessen impacts to biological resources.

Thank you for this opportunity to provide cornment. Questions regarding this letter and further
coordination on these issues should be directed to Mary Meyer, Senior Environmental Scientist
(Specialist) at (805) 640-8019 or Mary.Meyer@Wildlife.ca.gov, or Martin Potter, Senior
Environmental Scientist (Specialist) at (805) 640-3677 or Martin.Potter@Wildlife.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

~d

‘ -
N /""\\ — ‘-._,-AJ ¥ "{J é’:ZJ» (>/
Edmund Pert
Regional Manager

South Coast Region
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ec: Martin Potter, CDFW, Ojai
Christine Found-Jackson, CDFW, Glendale
Sarah Rains, CDFW, Agoura Hills
Mary Meyer, CDFW, Ojai
Rick Mayfield, COFW, Camarillo
Roger Root, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Ventura
Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse, Sacramento
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Response to Letter 6

State of California — Natural Resources Agency, Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW)

Dated October 29, 2015

CDFW-1: This comment provides a summary of the Draft EIR as it pertains to the proposed
project and its impacts to biological resources.

Response: Thank you for your comment. Special-status species with potential to occur at the
Airport are listed within the Draft EIR in Tables 4C and 4D.

CDFW-2: This comment identifies the CDFW’s authority as a Responsible Agency under the
California Environmental Quality Act and Fish and Game Code, and as a Trustee Agency with
jurisdiction over the Goleta Slough.

Response: The City of Santa Barbara recognizes the California Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW) as a Responsible Agency under CEQA Guidelines §15386 as a Trustee Agency of resources
in the Goleta Slough Ecological Reserve (GSER). Section 4.7.7 of the Recirculated Draft EIR has
been updated to include mitigation measure LU/mm-3:

e LU/mm-3: The City of Santa Barbara and the CDFW shall amend the Cooperative
Agreement dated August 25, 1987 (as revised) for the maintenance and management
of the Goleta Slough to adjust the boundaries of the GSER to exclude the Taxiway H
Airfield Safety Project site and to include a site of similar habitat value at an area ratio
of 1:1 (i.e., if Taxiway H and associated actions removes 11 acres from the GSER, 11
acres would be added to the GSER from available Airport property adjacent to the
Slough). This mutually-accepted exchange shall be in addition to required biological
mitigation. The Cooperative Agreement amendment shall be presented to the
California Fish and Game Commission.

CDFW-3: This comment discusses the CDFW’s understanding of the Draft EIR as a
programmatic document.

Response: Comments noted. However, the Draft EIR states in several places, including the
Executive Summary (ES3.0, Required Discretionary Actions and Other Agency Approvals), that
“Future projects recommended in the Master Plan would require discretionary approvals at the
time they are ready for implementation.” For the proposed Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project,
this process specifically includes the application of a Coastal Development Permit, a rezone of
the G-S-R, a General Plan amendment, and an LCP policy amendment, all of which will require
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coordination with the CDFW. See LU/mm-3, which has been added to the Revised Draft EIR, in
response to comment CDFW-2 above.

CDFW-4: This comment notes that much of the Airport’s current infrastructure is located
within the historic Goleta Slough and within the existing 100-year floodplain.

Response: Comment noted.

CDFW-5: This comment discusses future impacts related to sea level rise within the Airport
and Goleta Slough ecosystem.

Response: Comment noted. While adverse effects of sea level rise on the Goleta Slough are
anticipated to be significant, they are not the result of Master Plan implementation and would
occur under the No Project Alternative. The ability of habitat to migrate into the airfield is low
given Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) requirements to maintain smooth, graded Runway
and Taxiway Safety Areas within 500 feet of the Runway 7-25 centerline. Neither the proposed
project nor any of the alternatives would alter FAA safety requirements or runway geometry.
Mitigation Measure BIO/mm-1 in Section 4.2.7 of the Recirculated Draft EIR has been amended
to include adaptive restoration as a requirement of the Programmatic Wetland Restoration Plan
(PWRP) consistent with the recommendations of the Goleta Slough Area Sea Level Rise and
Management Plan.

CDFW-6: This comment recommends that the Draft EIR include an alternative that focuses on
an airport relocation strategy with a Goleta Slough restoration component.

Response: Proposals to relocate the Santa Barbara Airport are outside of the scope of the Master
Plan. CEQA Guidelines §15126.6 states that an EIR need not consider an alternative whose effect
cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is remote and speculative. Please
see Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR.

CDFW-7: This comment discusses changes to the Goleta Slough Reserve zone (G-S-R) as a result
of the Airport Master Plan.
Response: As discussed in response to comment CDFW-2, the Recirculated Draft EIR includes an

additional mitigation measure related to the need for a rezone of the G-S-R in conjunction with
a General Plan amendment, as well as an LCP amendment.
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CDFW-8: This comments states that the removal of G-S-R zoned lands would reduce upland,
transitional, and remnant wetland habitat and request that the Taxiway H Airfield Safety
Project or others be relocated to other areas or eliminated from the proposed project.

Response: As mentioned in response to comment CDFW-5, Master Plan development has been
focused in areas currently disturbed by routine maintenance of runway and taxiway safety areas
consistent with FAA requirements and the Airport’s Wildlife Hazard Management Plan (WHMP).
Because of this disturbance it is unlikely to present significant habitat value. Mitigation measure
BIO/mm-1 in Section 4.2.7 of the Recirculated Draft EIR has been amended to include adaptive
restoration as a requirement of the PWRP consistent with the recommendations of the Goleta
Slough Area Sea Level Rise and Management Plan.

CDFW-9: This comment describes concerns regarding the recommended Taxiway H Airfield
Safety Project.

Response: The Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project site is in the Airport Approach and Operations
zone and the Goleta Slough Reserve zone (A-A-O/G-S-R) in both the Airport Zoning Ordinance
(Santa Barbara Municipal Code [SBMC] Title 29) and the Airport and Goleta Slough LCP. Taxiways
are an expressly allowed use in the A-A-O, and incidental airfield infrastructure is allowable and
may be installed in the G-S-R. The discussion in the Recirculated Draft EIR (Impact LU-6) has been
revised to state that the LCP and Airport Zoning Ordinance shall be amended to change the A-A-
0O/G-S-R zone designation to A-A-O. Maintenance of airfield infrastructure would marginally
increase following Taxiway H construction, though routine grading and mowing would be
reduced while rehabilitation of taxiway pavement would continue to occur over an approximate
20-year interval, however on a marginally increased scale. Existing Taxiway H was rehabilitated
in 2014.

CDFW-10: This comment discusses concerns related to foraging of white-tailed kite and other
wildlife species if Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project is constructed.

Response: While the Airport acknowledges the use of Goleta Slough by white-tailed kites, the
Draft EIR assumes implementation of the Airport’s adopted WHMP, which requires hazing of bird
species within the runway and taxiway safety areas. It is unreasonable to consider the proposed
Taxiway H project site as suitable foraging habitat because wildlife in this area are hazed by
Airport Operations and Patrol Divisions as part of their routine duties in compliance with the FAA
Manual “Wildlife Hazard Management at Airports” dated July 2005. Section 4.2.1, Wildlife
Hazards of the Recirculated Draft EIR has been amended to include reference to these
requirements.

City of Santa Barbara A-36 Final Program EIR



CDFW-11: This comment recommends that the proposed project include a component to
improve access for key wildlife species to move into and out of the Goleta Slough through
modification of the existing airport perimeter fence.

Response: Comment noted. However, the proposed replacement of perimeter fencing has been
removed from the project description following consultation with staff of the CDFW and the
Transportation Security Administration (TSA).

CDFW-12: This comment recommends a mitigation strategy that includes a habitat
compensation component for the loss of upland acreage in addition to wetland acreage, and
associated wildlife resource function.

Response: The PWRP would provide mitigation for any wetland loss associated with Master Plan
implementation. Impacts to upland habitat would be replaced at a 1:1 ratio in a form and
location acceptable to the Goleta Slough Management Committee. Please see revised mitigation
measure BIO/mm-1 in Section 4.2.7 of the Recirculated Draft EIR.

CDFW-13: This comment states that the CDFW does not support grading of Mitigation Areas 2
or 4 as shown in the Draft EIR, Exhibit 4C.

Response: Comment noted. The restoration of Areas 2 and 4 would not include grading to lower
the entire site to become tidal wetland habitat. However, as discussed in response to comment
CDFW-5, any restoration of these sites would be designed to become tidal wetland habitat with
anticipated sea level rise.

CDFW-14: This comment states that measures to avoid impact to nesting birds should be
included in the Draft EIR.

Response: Comment noted. The Recirculated Draft EIR includes the following mitigation
measure in Section 4.2.7:

e BIO/mm-3: No construction shall occur during the avian breeding season (February 1-
September 1) unless a survey from qualified biologist with experience in conducting
breeding bird surveys finds that no bird breeding habitat exists within 300 feet of the
disturbance area (500 feet for raptors) or can state with certainty that such habitat does
not contain nesting birds. Project personnel, including contractors working on the site,
shall be instructed on the sensitivity of the area. Reductions in nest buffer distance may
be approved by the City’s Community Development Department depending on the
avian species involved, ambient levels of human activity, screening vegetation, or other
factors.
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CDFW-15: This comment provides comments related to impacts to Belding’s savanna
sparrows.

Response: Comment noted. The proposed construction sites are currently graded and mowed
to maintain a vegetation height not to exceed eight inches per the requirements of the WHMP
(see response to comment CDFW-10). No suitable Belding’s savannah sparrow habitat was
identified within the runway and taxiway safety areas in the Zembal et al. survey “A Survey of the
Belding’s Savannah Sparrow” (2010) with field work conducted by Mark Holmgren. However
there remains a possibility of Belding’s savannah sparrow use of the Taxiway H project site as
well as any of the proposed restoration areas. Therefore, the Recirculated Draft EIR includes the
following mitigation measure in Section 4.2.7:

e BIO/mm-4: Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project and its habitat restoration project sites
shall be monitored by a qualified biologist for Belding’s savannah sparrow. Prior to site
preparation and construction activities, the Airport shall have a qualified biologist
survey all breeding/nesting habitat within the project site every seven days for eight
consecutive weeks. Documentation of findings, including negative findings, shall be
submitted to the CDFW. Site preparation and construction activities will only begin if
no breeding/nesting birds are observed and concurrence has been received from CDFW.
If breeding activities or an active nest is located in a work area, site preparation and
construction activities shall not begin in that area until the nest becomes inactive, the
young have fledged, the young are no longer being fed by the parents, the young have
left the area, and the young will no longer be impacted by the project.

Once site preparation and construction activities have commenced, the project site
shall be monitored for Belding’s savannah sparrow on a weekly basis. Documentation
of findings, including negative findings, shall be submitted to CDFW until construction
is complete.

Site preparation or construction activities shall be suspended immediately in a given
area if the qualified biologist determines that breeding or nesting activity is occurring
in that area. Site preparation and construction activities shall not resume until the
monitor determines that the breeding and nesting activities described above have
stopped.

Noise levels will be monitored by a qualified biologist to determine if construction
activities are disruptive to Belding’s savannah sparrow in or adjacent to the project site.
If a significant disruption to foraging behavior is observed, construction activities in the
area of disturbance will be stopped immediately until the qualified biologist develops
recommendations to reduce or eliminate the disturbances and receives concurrence
from CDFW.
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CDFW-16: This comment identifies the potential need for future take permits related to
specific Airport Master Plan projects.

Response: Comment noted. See response to comment CDFW-15. With incorporation of
mitigation measure BIO/mm-4, there would be no need for an Incidental Take Permit.

CDFW-17: This comment provides information regarding the potential need for a Lake and
Streambed Alteration (LSA) agreement with the CDFW.

Response: Comment noted. Although no wetland impacts have been identified in the Draft EIR,
it is possible that wetlands could be identified and a Lake or Streambed Alteration (LSA)
Agreement could be necessary. While this was identified in EIR Section 4.2.1, mitigation measure
BIO/mm-1 in Section 4.2.7 of the Recirculated Draft EIR has been revised to explicitly state the
possible need for securing an LSA Agreement.

CDFW-18: This comment states that the Environmentally Superior alternative, as presented in
the Draft EIR, would address almost all of the CDFW’s concerns.

Response: Comment noted.
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LETTER 7

Bermond, Andrew

From: Carl L Hopkins <CarlLHopkins@cox.net>
Sent: Friday, October 30, 2015 9:51 PM

To: Bermond, Andrew

Subject: Comments on the SBA master plan

Mr. Bermond,

| would like to make the following comments on the Master plan EIR.

As you know | was very actively involved, along with 24 other people representing many interests, in the development of
the master plan. Although | was chosen to represent the interests of light general aviation, | also recognize that all the
many aspects of the airport are critical to its operations.

As | remember, the only guiding direction at the start of the process was that the area South of runway 25 would be for
commercial airlines while the area North of runway 25 would be for General aviation. As the processes worked its way
through the details the plan evolved to move light General Aviation to the North West part of the field and heavy
General Aviation to the North East part of the field. |thought then and continue to think this was a very good plan.

The master plan included the removal of all five of the World War Il hangers. The removal of hanger 1 was critical to
creating space for the three flight schools and all their planes, for a small plane wash rack and a small plane self-
maintenance facility, and for parking spaces for 46 transient light GA planes. The EIR later designated Hanger 1 as a
“possible” structure of merit. As | understand the current plan, the airport proposes to modify the master plan to leave
this hanger in the middle of the light GA area. | believe this is a wrong decision. If that hanger is left in place, it will not
ever be possible to achieve the goals set out in the master plan for the light GA area. There is simply not enough room

to support 2 or 3 flight schools, all their planes and the transient parking, let alone the wash rack and maintenance

facility. The airport should go to City Council and request whatever is needed in order to allow the airport to remove

that hanger. It is not useable at this airport at this time and is a major impediment to the implementation of this part of
the master plan. —

On the heavy GA side, the goal of the master plan was to produce two equal (or close to equal) sites for two future FBOs |
to build. We did not want one FBO site to be significantly better than the other. We felt that two equal sites would
produce the highest bids and the best possible service. The plan therefore called for the removal of Hanger 3. (Italso —
called for the removal the restaurant with a new restaurant to be build where the current administration building is. But
with the loss of the E-Bar and subsequent lease the restaurant will stay where it is “forever”. This already puts a “hole”

in one of the two FBO sites which degrades it somewhat.) Leaving hanger 3, which will be of little or no use to the FBO
who will likely not even want to bid on it, will produce another hole in the same FBO site. These two holes will make this
site significantly less valuable than the more Easterly site. The result will be reduced revenue for the airport for the next
20 plus years. Again, the airport should ask City Council for permission to remove Hanger 3. —

Hanger 2 was slated for removal in order to gain improved access to additional T hangers the airport envisioned building ™|
West of the existing 24 airport T-Hangers. As a compromise with those who would like to keep these hangers, | suggest
we keep this hanger. | don’t know who will use it and | suspect the maintenance costs will outweigh any possible
revenue from it, but sometimes that is what comes of a compromise. There are two reasons | can support this hanger as
the one to be kept. First looking at the estimate cost to build the proposed T-Hangers makes me believe they will never
be built. When the master planning committee looked at the plan they looked like a good idea. But when you take a
look at the costs associated with them the airport could never be able to rent them for even a 30 year break even

cost. And if for some reason those costs came way down, | believe access could still be gains without removal of hanger

2. It might not be as good of access, but it could be made to work. _
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The airport has shown no concern with going to City Council with the extension of taxiway Hotel knowing that it invades _| CSH7

wetlands and will have to have significant remediation. The airport should go to Council with the same degree of effort
to remove Hangers 1 and 3 for the reasons stated above. | believe | speak for a large number of pilots who support this
proposal. A lot of worked very long and hard, with lots of public meetings, to produce a well rounder, long term master
plan. | think all of us would be very disappointed to see that plan significantly impacted by the decision of a consultant
that these hangers “might be possible structures of merit”. This is a functioning airport, not a museum. One hanger,
combined with all the other memorials to our proud World War Il heritage should be enough.

Sincerely...... Carl Hopkins
Carl and Susan Hopkins
5525 Longfellow Dr.
Santa Barbara, CA 93111
805.967.2943

CarlLHopkins@Cox.net
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Response to Letter 7
Carl and Susan Hopkins (CSH)
Dated October 30, 2015

CSH-1: This comment summarizes the commenter’s participation in the Airport Master Plan’s
planning advisory committee and the direction that was given and that evolved throughout the
planning process.

Response: Comment noted.

CSH-2: This comment mentions earlier iterations of the Airport Master Plan’s recommended
development concept, which included the demolition of five existing World War Il hangars.
The comment states that the EIR later designated Hangar 1 as a “possible” structure of merit
and that, as a result, the Airport Master Plan now proposes to leave Hangar 1 in the middle of
the light general aviation area. The commenter opposes this recommendation.

Response: Comment noted. The Draft EIR does not actually “designate” any structures as
structures of merit or possible structures of merit since that action is within the purview of the
City of Santa Barbara’s Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC) under the authority of the City’s
Historic Structures Ordinance (Chapter 22.22 of the Municipal Code). The Draft EIR did use
established criteria and significance guidelines to assess the structure’s potential for listing by
the HLC as a structure of merit and found that the hangar in question appears to be eligible for
listing.

CSH-3: This comment mentions earlier iterations of the Airport Master Plan’s recommended
development concept, which included the removal of World War Il Hangar 3 to create two
future fixed base operator sites of equal (or close to equal) area.

Response: Comment noted.

CSH-4: This comment discusses the likelihood (in the opinion of the commenter) of the existing
restaurant building (formerly, the Elephant Bar) to remain in its current location rather than
being relocated to the current administration building site in conjunction with a potential
conference center, which was also included in earlier iterations of the Airport Master Plan’s
recommended development concept.

Response: Comment noted. This conclusion is correct. The lease of the former Elephant Bar

restaurant to a new restaurant operator has occurred; therefore, the current recommended
development concept for the Airport Master Plan does not include the existing restaurant
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property nor is a new restaurant/conference center incorporated into the north side of the
Airport.

CSH-5: This comment contains the commenter’s opinion that World War Il Hangar 3 should be
removed to make room for future fixed base operator activities on the Airport’s north side.

Response: Comment noted. However, the commenter is incorrect in the statement that both
the existing restaurant property and Hangar 3 are located in the same future fixed base operator

parcel. Actually, they are located in different parcels, which keeps the overall acreage between
the two future sites approximately the same, i.e., 22.6 and 22.4 acres.

CSH-6: This comment expresses the opinion that, if a World War Il hangar is going to be
retained, Hangar 2 is the most advantageous building to keep.

Response: Comment noted.

CSH-7: This comment states that the Airport is not concerned with asking the City Council to
allow the extension of Taxiway H even though it will require mitigation for impacts to wetlands.
Response: Comment noted. The Airport believes that the safety aspects of extending Taxiway H

warrant its consideration even if biological resources are disturbed and mitigation is necessary.

CSH-8: This comment reiterates the position that some of the hangars that are eligible for
listing by the City as structures of merit should be removed to make room for future north side
general aviation uses.

Response: Comment noted.

City of Santa Barbara A-43 Final Program EIR



CITY COUNCIL

Paula Perotte
Mayor

Jim Farr
Mayor Pro Tempore

Roger S. Aceves
Councilmember

Michael T. Bennett
Councilmember

Tony Vallejo

Councilmember

CITY MANAGER
Michelle Greene

CITY Of S

(JOLETA

October 30, 2015 SENT VIA EMAIL
ABermond@SantaBarbaraCA.gov

Santa Barbara Airport

City of Santa Barbara, Planning Division
Attn: Andrew Bermond, AICP

P.O. Box 1990

Santa Barbara, CA 93102-1990

RE: Draft Program EIR on the Proposed Airport Master Plan
(SCH#: 2014061096)

Dear Mr. Bermond:

The City of Goleta (City) has reviewed the Draft Program Environmental
Impact Report on the Proposed Airport Master Plan (SCH#:
2014061096) (DEIR). We appreciate this opportunity to provide
comments to the Santa Barbara Airport, particularly in light of the fact
that Goleta, a mostly built-out City, is uniquely influenced by the City of
Santa Barbara’s airport and proposed future growth. Based on our
review of the DEIR, we have identified outstanding issues which require
correction, clarification, and/or further analysis to ensure that the Final
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) provides adequate environmental
analysis, as required by law. The City's comments regarding the
adequacy of the DEIR are expressed below and in the attached
comment table.

1. Scope of the Project
An accurate project description is necessary to determine the scope of

environmental review under CEQA. The proposed project boundary is
unclear, undefined, and is not sufficiently detailed or mapped to allow
for adequate environmental analysis. While the DEIR analysis focuses
on development within the Airport boundary south of Hollister Avenue,
the project description includes removal of the long term parking lot
north of Hollister Avenue and avigation easements to the north and

south of the airport.
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2. Treatment of the Adopted 1997 Industrial Specific Plan in the DEIR

The DEIR's project description fails to include the corresponding amendments to the
1997 Santa Barbara Airport Industrial Area Specific Plan (Specific Plan). The Specific
Plan guides development both North and South of Hollister Avenue and includes some
but not all of the Santa Barbara Airport. The DEIR project description (and proposed
Master Plan) alters growth within the Specific Plan boundary and would be inconsistent
with the Specific Plan without a corresponding Specific Plan amendment. The DEIR
project description must disclose the conflict between the proposed Master Plan and the
adopted 1997 Specific Plan and include the content of the Specific Plan amendment(s)
that is required to achieve consistency. The DEIR must fully analyze the impacts
associated with the Specific Plan amendments that are required for project description
consistency with an existing, adopted plan.

3. Inconsistency between Project Description and Impact Analysis

The DEIR project description identifies future airport growth, such as increased
enplanements, that are not evaluated in the environmental analysis. The impacts of
these increase enplanements must be considered in the impacts analysis as the
proposed project and increased enplanements are connected. The DEIR project
description includes improvements that are intended to satisfy aviation demand but also
serves to support future aviation demand. Examples of these improvements include
relocated and enlarged Fixed-Base Operations facilities, increased and more
convenient parking options, and the expansion of terminal facilities. As such, full
environmental analysis of all future airport growth, including increased enplanements
and related vehicle traffic, must be evaluated in the DEIR.

4. Inadequate Transportation Analysis

As detailed in the comments in the attached table, the DEIR inadequately analyzes
transportation impacts associated with the proposed project. These comments are
intended to support a more thorough evaluation of the trip generation as a result of the
proposed project, related impact evaluation, and mitigation.

5. Inadequate Biological Resources Analysis

The extension of Runway H is located within sensitive wetland habitat. The DEIR
incorrectly classifies the loss to wetland habitat as Class Il. Instead, this must be
identified as a Class | impacts to reflect loss of protected habitat. Additionally, the
existing setting includes updated habitat boundaries. We have concern regarding the
timing of the habitat surveys conducted as part of the DEIR as the single survey
occurred during the dry season in drought conditions.

DEIR Impact BIO-1 should not simply be limited to jurisdictional wetlands. All wetlands,

habitat, and unique Goleta Slough biological resources must also be considered in this
Impact or in another new impact.
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The DEIR heavily relies on the Programmatic Wetland Restoration Plan (PWRP) to
mitigate the destruction of wetlands. Without including the PWRP for review, there is no
justification for the assumption that this mitigation can reduce Impact BIO-1 to less than
a Class | impact. The PWRP should be included with the DEIR to better understand the
mitigation envisioned. However, even if the PWRP is produced so as not to constitute a
deferred mitigation, this document cannot mitigate the destruction of wetlands and
biological resources to any less than a Class | impact.

5. Inadequate Alternatives Analysis

An EIR must present a reasonable range of alternatives that could feasibly attain most
of the project’s objectives but avoid or substantially lessen the proposed project’s
significant effects (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(a). Analyzing only one single alternative
is inadequate. Additional alternatives need to be analyzed.

The DEIR provides an insufficient range of alternatives for a reasonable discussion and
consideration of other Draft Master Plan concepts that could attain some or all of the
project objectives. The only alternative outside of the no-project includes only a slight
deviation from the project description. This alternative is insufficient to provide a
meaningful comparison and does nothing to mitigate the only Class | impact identified in
the DEIR.

Additionally, the DEIR does not provide sufficient information for a decision-maker to
make a statement of overriding considerations. There is little to no detail included in the
DEIR as to the safety improvements provided due to the Draft Master Plan concept. As
more detailed in the attached comment table, additional supporting material must be
included in the CEQA document in order to provide justification for the conclusion that
the environmentally superior alternative would not meet the project objective of
improved safety.

6. Other Analysis Flaws

The City of Santa Barbara acknowledges that sea level rise resulting from climate
change will increase the frequency and severity of storm-related flooding, posing
increased future risk to the Santa Barbara Airport (see the Santa Barbara Climate
Action Plan). However, the DEIR fails to identify and analyze this issue, despite the
Airport's location in a slough, which already renders it highly vulnerable to naturally
occurring events, including storms and extreme high tides. Given that the Project
includes new and increased development in the floodway and the entirety of the Project
is within the 100-year floodplain, the DEIR’s failure to discuss the physical impacts
associated with future sea-level rise is a glaring omission in the document.

Thank you for considering the City's comments regarding the DEIR, as presented in this
letter and in the attached table. If you have any questions regarding our comments,
don't hesitate to contact me at 805-961-7557.
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Sincerely,

gyl

Anne Wells
Advance Planning Manager

Attachment: Comment Table
cc: Michelle Greene, City Manager

Rosemarie Gaglione, Public Works Director
Jennifer Carman, Planning & Environmental Review Director
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Attachment 1
City of Santa Barbara Proposed Airport Master Plan Draft Program EIR
City of Goleta Comments

DEIR

Number Reference

Draft EIR Comment

Executive Summary

1 ES-3-4.

There is no mention of the Airport Industrial Specific Plan in the Required Discretionary Actions and Other
Agency Approvals section. The March 20, 2012 staff report on for the Airport Master Plan Initiation clearly states
that adding the Aviation Facilities Zone to the Master Plan area, which the Draft Master Plan appears to do,
would require amendments to the Airport Industrial Specific Plan, the Local Coastal Plan, and the Airport Zoning
Ordinance. These amendments must be discussed and analyzed throughout the CEQA document.

2 ES-8-13,
Tables ES-2
and ES-3

The two tables in the Executive Summary provide a title for each Impact analyzed in the DEIR. These titles are
not provided in Chapter 4 of the DEIR. In Chapter 4, each impact is discussed, but the actual impact is never
written out in the same way it is in the Executive Summary. This provides confusion as to what actual impact is
being discussed and analyzed. The reviewer of the document should not have to rely on the Executive Summary
for this information.

3 ES-13

The DEIR states that the project “would not foster economic or population growth and is not considered growth-
inducing.” Consequently, the DEIR only considers impacts associated with changes in the Airport layout, not with
the increased operations predicted in the Draft Master Plan. As stated in the City of Goleta’s comment letter, this
approach is inadequate. Growth-inducing development included in the Draft Master Plan, including increased
terminal space, improved parking, and enlarged and new FBO sites, must be analyzed within the DEIR and the
associated impacts must be fully considered and mitigated.

Chapter 1 Introductory Information

4 1-2, 2-2.

What does “moderate growth” at the airport in the City of Santa Barbara General Plan EIR mean? With no
explanation, there is no way to evaluate whether the analysis done in the General Plan EIR is sufficient to tier off
of in the DEIR.

In a letter dated July 30, 2014, the City of Goleta requested that an analysis of noise impacts be included in the
DEIR. The City again makes this request. The noise contours surrounding the airport clearly increase over the
lifetime of the proposed project. In the Initial Study, there does not appear to be any discussion of the extension
of Runway 15L. Presumably, this extension will lead to extended noise contours. Additionally, The Initial Study
dismisses any project related impact on the noise contours by stating that the larger noise contours in 2032 a
result of overall growth occurring at the Airport and not as a result of future projects (Appendix A-40). When
considering the increased planes in Table 1 (Appendix A-90), it is hard to imagine how the improvements to the
terminal and to the FBO sites will not induce this growth in the Operational Fleet Mix. The DEIR should not
simply ignore this resultant growth and the consequent increase in noise impacts to the areas surrounding the
Airport. Rather than enjoying a benefit of decreased plane noise in the future, Airport neighbors will experience
similar noise levels because of the Airports actions to increase larger fleet operations.

Additionally, the Initial Study seems to focus on long-term noise associated with take-offs and landings.
Consideration of operational impacts due to the re-configured north aviation are must also be considered.

October 30, 2015
City of Santa Barbara
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Proposed Airport Master Plan Draft Program EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 2014061096
City of Goleta

Number

DEIR

Reference

Draft EIR Comment

6

1-3

In a letter dated July 30, 2014, the City of Goleta requested that an analysis of visual impacts be included in the
DEIR. The City again makes this request. The proposed project includes the addition or expansion of several
structures close to the boundary with the City of Goleta and an eight-foot high chain link fence along South
Fairview Avenue.

In the Initial Study, p.A-21 of the DEIR, there is a presumptive statement that “[nJone of the projects would have a
substantial adverse effect on the scenic views or resources.” It is unclear how this conclusion was reached.
Without a detailed analysis in the DEIR, the presumption that there is no impact on Scenic View and Scenic
Highways is indefensible.

Chapter 2 Project Description

General

The DEIR must include a clear geographic scope for the Master Plan in the Project Description. The DEIR
appears to focus on development within the Airport boundary south of Hollister Avenue. However, there are
project components, like the removal of the long term parking lot north of Hollister Avenue and avigation
easements that fall outside of this area and in some cases outside the jurisdiction of the City of Santa Barbara.
The DEIR and Master Plan must make the geographic scope of the project clear in the Project Description and
must limit project components to this area.

General

The DEIR must include a new Exhibit 2A depicting the boundaries for: the Santa Barbara Airport, the City of
Santa Barbara, the City of Goleta, the 1997 Santa Barbara Airport Industrial Area Specific Plan (Specific Plan),
and the proposed Master Plan so it is clear how the various boundaries overlap with the proposed Master Plan.
Without this information, it is not possible to accurately analyze the impacts of the proposed project.

General

Four parcels east of Fairview Avenue and north of Hollister Avenue (APNs 073-080-032, -005, -030, and -023)
are located within the jurisdiction of the City of Santa Barbara, immediately adjacent to an Old Town
neighborhood in the City of Goleta. The DEIR project description and proposed Master Plan do not address
future growth or possible changes to these four parcels. Because the parcels are not included in the 1997
Specific Plan, the DEIR should clarify what planning document guide the land use and zoning for these parcels
and whether or not growth or changes will occur within these four parcels. Further, the DEIR should evaluate the
related effects of any changes.

10

2-1

The project objectives are too narrowly constructed so as to provide no feasible alternative that will meet the
objectives stated.

11

2-2

The sentence that reads “The City’s General Plan considers ‘moderate growth’ at the Airport. The above
forecasted growth projections fall within the City’s General Plan assumption for the Airport.” must be removed.
This statement has nothing to do with the project description. Rather, this statement is related to the analysis of
project impacts. As such, this statement does not belong in Chapter 2.

12

2-4, Exhibit 2B

The DEIR must include what will happen with the current Maintenance Yard once the new Maintenance Yard is
established. Exhibit 2B of the DEIR and 6A of the Draft Master Plan identify the current Maintenance Yard as a
Proposed Airport Revenue Parcel. This use will increase traffic, have biological impacts, and potentially create
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Proposed Airport Master Plan Draft Program EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 2014061096

City of Goleta

Number

DEIR
Reference

Draft EIR Comment

aesthetic impacts. As such, the used of this area must be discussed and the impacts adequately analyzed.

13

Exhibits 2B-2E

In the DEIR, the pink border around the Airport property should be changed to be City border, not just Airport
Property line. This more clearly represents the various jurisdictions impacted along this border.

14

Exhibits 2B—2E

Exhibit 2E includes a floodway layer which helps in understanding the development and removal of development
in the floodway. This floodway layer should be included in all Exhibits to better understand the impacts of the
Draft Master Plan.

15

Exhibit 2B, 2C,
and 2E

The size of the Proposed Paved Islands is not the same in the various exhibits. This inconsistency is also true of
the Draft Master Plan. Please reconcile.

16

Exhibit 2B and
2C

It is unclear why the abandoned pavement at the eastern end of Runway 7-25 as shown in the Draft Master Plan
Exhibit 4C is not included elsewhere in the Draft Master Plan or the DEIR. The abandoned pavement is also
included in the FAA approved Airport Layout Plan and the legend identifies that this pavement will be removed.
The Draft Master Plan and DEIR must be updated to reflect this change and the impacts of the removal must be
included in the impacts analysis throughout the DEIR.

17

Exhibit 2C

The legend for this Exhibit includes a Proposed Class 1 bikepath. However, this is not clearly shown on the map.
Please clarify and mark as appropriate.

18

Exhibit 2E

Reference to the closure of the parking lot north of Hollister Avenue should be removed as this area appears to
be outside the geographic scope of the Draft Master Plan.

19

2-5

Discussion and analysis of the closure of Long Term Lot 2 should not be included in the Project Description. This
area appears to be outside the geographic scope of the Master Plan and any reduction in use is speculative as
the parcel may be used for another use in the future.

20

2-5

The project description does not include discussion of a new restaurant/conference center where the existing
Airport administration building is located. In order to be consistent with the Draft Master Plan, this element of the
proposed project must be included in the DEIR. Additionally, the impacts of this part of the proposed project,
including visual and transportation impacts must be thoroughly analyzed.

21

Exhibit 2E

Exhibit 2D of the Draft Master Plan and Exhibit 2E of the DEIR are meant to show the same, North Landside
Development Concept. However, there are multiple discrepancies between the concepts. Please reconcile.

Chapter 3 Project Alternatives

22

3-5

The DEIR notes that the No-Project Alternative would result in the Airport’s inability to accommodate the project
aviation demands of the service area. Consequently, the DEIR must acknowledges that the proposed project is
in fact growth inducing. Without the planned improvements at the airport, the growth would not occur.

23

3-6

The DEIR must further explain why the Environmentally Superior Alternative does not remedy Taxiway Hot Spot
#1. See comment below for further details.

Chapter 4 Environmental Conditions, Impacts, and Mitigation

24

General

The structuring of the impacts analysis is confusing and makes review difficult. There are several instances
when one “impact” is actually several. For instance, Impact HYD-2 includes “Result HYD-2” which is actually
three separate impacts. Each of these three impacts should be numbered separately. Additionally, the

October 30, 2015
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Proposed Airport Master Plan Draft Program EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 2014061096
City of Goleta

Number

DEIR
Reference

Draft EIR Comment

document must make clear which mitigation measures apply to each impact. Again, looking at HYD-2, the third
HYD-2 impact refers to mitigation yet nowhere in that paragraph is the specific mitigation cited or explained. Only
two pages later are hydrology and water quality impacts explained, but there is no cross-reference as to what or
which impacts they apply. The only place this information is provided is in the Executive Summary and that is not
sufficient.

Chapter 4.1 Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas Emissions

25

4-12, AQ-4

The DEIR must explain more clearly how the Draft Master Plan conforms to the City of Santa Barbara’s adopted
Climate Action Plan. Result AQ-4 states the Draft Master Plan is consistent with the City’s Climate Action Plan.
However, the Draft Master Plan and DEIR do not include Strategy 6 of the Climate Action Plan, which calls for a
solar photovoltaic project at the Airport located within the long-term parking lot. The date for the implementation
of this measure in the Climate Action Plan is 2015. Consequently, this project should be included in the Airport
Master Plan. Without the inclusion of the solar project in the Master Plan, a finding of consistency with the City’s
Climate Action Plan cannot be made.

Chapter 4.2 Biological Resources

26

4-34, BIO-1

There is no need to be speculative about the spatial extent of impacts due to the extension of Taxiway M. Exhibit
2D clearly lays out the area that will need alteration for the extension of the Taxiway. This disturbed area should
be calculated and included in the DEIR analysis.

27

4-34-35

Impact BIO-1 clearly impacts wetlands. The areas disturbed due to the extension of Taxiway H will clearly and
irrevocably damage wetlands and significant habitat. The recent survey work is insufficient to suggest the
impacted areas are not, or even potentially not, wetlands. A more comprehensive survey of habitats, species,
and wetlands must be done over several years and seasons to better understand the impacts associated with the
proposed new development. Without this information, BIO-1 must be a Class | impact.

28

4-37-40,
BIO/mm-1.

BIO/mm-1 is a critical mitigation measure. The Programmatic Wetland Restoration Plan should be included as
an appendix to the DEIR. This Plan must be completed prior to approval of the Master Plan and Certification of
the Final EIR (p. 7-3). Consequently, the Plan should be included so that the ability of the Plan to mitigate BIO-1
to Less Than Significant can more accurately be analyzed.

Chapter 4.3 Cultural Resources

29

4-54, Impact
CR-3

The DEIR must include more details about the sensitivity maps and screening process contained in the Master
Archaeological Resources Assessment for the Santa Barbara Municipal Airport (MARA). Without these maps
and details being provided in the DEIR, it is not possible to assess the ability of CR/mm-2 to mitigate the impacts
of CR-3.

Chapter 4.4 Geology and Soils/Hazards and Hazardous Materials

30

4-61, Impact
G/HAZ-2

The soils in this area have been mapped in Santa Barbara General Plane EIR as having a liquefaction potential
(page 8-7). This information must be included and considered in the analysis of this impact.

31

General

Details about the increased gas storage at the fuel farms at the Airport must be provided in the DEIR and the
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Proposed Airport Master Plan Draft Program EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 2014061096
City of Goleta

Number

DEIR
Reference

Draft EIR Comment

increased risks associated with storing that material must be considered in this section.

Chapter 4.5 Hydrology and Water Quality

32

4-73, HYD-2

The proposed project includes development in multiple areas within the floodway (including the new taxiway
along Runway 7-25 and the enlargement of the fuel farm northeast of the runways) and considerable
development and redevelopment within the 100-year floodplain. These impacts, as identified in HYD-2, clearly
rise above a Class lll, Less than Significant Impact. Adherence to Chapter 22.24, Flood Plain Management of
the Santa Barbara Municipal Code may help to mitigate some of these impacts, but they do not change the fact
that these are significant impacts.

In particular, the enlargement of the fuel farm within the floodway could have catastrophic impacts to hydrology
and water quality that must be fully analyzed and mitigated.

33

4-76,
HYD/mm-1

The DEIR should include an in depth discussion of sea-level rise and how the Airport can adequately mitigate the
impacts associate with sea-level rise. Deferring this analysis to a later date fails to provide the necessary
overarching mitigation to this critical issue at the Airport. It should be noted that in the City of Santa Barbara’s
Climate Action Plan, the City expected the new “Airport Facilities Plan” to study, not just defer, climate studies
including sea level rise.

34

4-76,
HYD/mm-1

HYD/mm-2 will have impacts elsewhere that must be considered. In order to reduce flooding at the Airport, that
water must go elsewhere. The DEIR must include consideration of this externality if HYD/mm-2 is to be used to
mitigate a significant impact of the project.

Chapter 4.6 Land Use and Planning

35

4-87

Impact LU-2 is titled “Compatibility with applicable General Plan policies and other City plans” in Table ES-2.
However, in the discussion of Impact LU-2, the Airport Industrial Specific Plan is not mentioned, discussed, and
consistency with that Plan is not analyzed. Without that analysis, a determination that LU-2 is a Class Ill impact
cannot be made.

36

4-87

Impact LU-2 includes consistency with the City of Santa Barbara’s Climate Action Plan. In order for this impact to
be a Class Il impact, the DEIR must clarify how the Draft Master Plan is consistent with the City’s Climate Action
Plan. This is particularly the case given that the Draft Master Plan does not include several reduction efforts that
are included in the City’s Climate Action Plan. These include a centralized location for the terminal and fixed-
base operations at the Airport (see p. 2-19 of the Climate Action Plan). Additionally, in the Climate Action Plan,
reduction measure 7 is a solar photovoltaic project at Airport’s long-term parking lot (see p. 2-25 of the Climate
Action Plan). This project is not included in the Draft Master Plan. If the Master Plan is to be in conformance
with the Climate Action Plan, and therefore not a Class | impact, the Master Plan must include a solar project for
the long-term parking area.

37

4-89-90

The DEIR states a three-part test for airfield safety projects resulting in wetland impacts. The third part of the test
is that “the expansion is necessary to maintain existing capacity.” However, the DEIR conclusion to the
discussion of the three-part test references increased efficiency and that the improvements “would not increase
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City of Goleta

Number

DEIR
Reference

Draft EIR Comment

the operational capacity of the Airport.” (emphasis added). The discussion pivoted from analyzing whether the
improvements are necessary to maintain existing capacity to whether it would increase capacity. These are two
separate things. Without explaining how the third part of the three-part test can be shown for the runway
extension into a wetland, the determination of LU-3 as a Class Il rather than a Class | impact cannot be made.

38

4-95

In order to conclude that LU-4 is a Class Il impact, a much more comprehensive analysis of the City of Santa
Barbara General Plan, Airport Zoning Regulations, and the Airport Industrial Specific Plan must be done. As
stated above, compatibility with development in wetlands must be compatible with the City of Santa Barbara’'s G-
S-R zoning designation. Currently, the DEIR fails to exhibit this compatibility and therefore a determination that
LU-4 is a Class Il rather than Class | impact is unsupported.

In terms of the Airport Industrial Specific Plan, the DEIR must include a thorough consideration of the policies
included in that plan. Simply stating that “[n]o issues with the Specific Plan #6 overlay as a result of the
recommended development are anticipated,” is not a sufficient analysis to determine that LU-4 is a Class Il
rather than Class | impact.

Chapter 4.7 Public Utilities (Solid Waste Disposal)

39

4-100

The Draft Master Plan includes a new lavatory dump station in the southeastern portion of the Airport Property.
This additional lavatory dump station constitutes a new or expanded waste treatment or collection facility. The
impacts of this development, including issues related to potential flooding, must be included in the DEIR.

Chapter 4.8 Transportation/Traffic

40

4-112

The DEIR briefly mentions the Santa Barbara County Congestion Management Program (CMP) but provides little
in the way of analysis in terms of the CMP. The DEIR must include a more thorough discussion of the CMP and

determine whether the proposed project triggers compliance with the CMP. The brief references to the CMP are

insufficient.

41

4-118

The DEIR must clarify why projects identified in the Draft Master Plan are not considered to have a potential
impact on traffic. These include the addition of four new revenue support parcels and two 15-unit T-hangars on
the western side of the north aviation area and a new restaurant/conference center on the eastern side of the
north aviation area. In the entirety of the proposed project, the traffic impacts associated with these new facilities
need to be considered and analyzed.

42

4-119, 4-120,
Table 4R

The DEIR includes cumulative projects provided by the City of Goleta. However, the DEIR does not include other |~

projects within the vicinity that are proposed by the City of Santa Barbara. These include the Direct Relief
International Project and other planned developments in the Airport Industrial Area. While including City of
Goleta projects are important to the cumulative impacts analysis, the City of Santa Barbara must also include
their own projects in order to properly understand cumulative impacts in the project vicinity. All other cumulative
projects in the proposed project vicinity should be treated in the same manner and all should be included in Table
4R and their resultant trips included in the project’s traffic analysis.
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Number

DEIR
Reference

Draft EIR Comment

43

4-120

The DEIR assumes Ekwill and Fowler Road extensions by 2022. While analyzing project and cumulative impacts
with these road extensions is helpful, additional analysis must be included in the DEIR. Because the road
extensions have not completed the approval process and the City of Santa Barbara has raised the concern that
locating the roundabout within the RPZ may be inconsistent with the revised 2012 FAA guidelines, the Airport
must include a traffic analysis without those road extensions and re-analyze traffic impacts based on these
potential future conditions.

44

4-125-130.

The DEIR explores several possible mitigation measures to address the Class | impact for T-3: Cumulative
impacts to traffic and circulation in the long-term (2032) but did not include any for various reasons, including the
need for the City of Goleta to implement the projects. However, there are other potential mitigation measures
that the City of Santa Barbara could implement. These include diverting traffic entering Hollister Avenue from
Airport roads west on to Hollister and therefore diverting drivers away from the impacted intersections.
Additionally, the City of Santa Barbara should assess an overpass/on-ramp within the City of Santa Barbara
controlled Airport Industrial Area. This would serve to alleviate impacts to City of Goleta intersections. Finally, a
mitigation measure providing shuttle/bus service between the Amtrak Station and the Airport Terminal should be
considered. This mitigation may help to offset the need for car trips to the airport, thus alleviating the impacts to
City of Goleta intersections.

Simply stating that there are no possible mitigations to the Class | impact is unacceptable.

Additionally, the DEIR notes that the Airport will pay a fair-share allocation for future intersection improvements
based on the City of Goleta’s traffic mitigation fees (p. ES-8). The agreement to pay a fair-share should be
included as a mitigation measure for Impact T-3. This agreement with the City of Goleta can establish how the
City of Santa Barbara can help mitigate their Class | impact.

Chapter 5 Other CEQA

45

General

This Chapter must be updated based on the comments provided in the City of Goleta’s letter and this comment
table. Updates include but are not limited to an updated of the effects found not to be significant, the unavoidable
significant environmental effects, the discussion of growth-inducing impacts, and the cumulative impacts of the
project.

Chapter 6 Summary of Alternatives Analysis

46

6-3

Section 15126.6(a) of CEQA requires a “range of project alternatives for examination.” However, the
DEIR only includes one alternative, excluding the No-Project Alternative. This does not provide a
reasonable range of alternatives to consider other ways to achieve some or all of the project objectives.
This is especially true considering the only other alternative analyzed is identical in almost all ways to the
proposed project.

47

6-3

The DEIR must consider alternatives that lessen significant impacts of the project. The current DEIR
identifies cumulative traffic impacts (Impact T-3) as the only Class | impact. Consequently, there must be
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Number

DEIR
Reference

Draft EIR Comment

an alternative that lessens this impact. Currently in the DEIR, there is no alternative except the no-project
that does this.

48

Table 6A,
Page 6-5

In the Transportation/Traffic section of the Table, it is unclear why the rows for Impacts T-2 and T-3
include reference to construction traffic. Construction traffic should be included as a separate short-term
impact.

49

6-5-6

When discussing the DEIR, the environmentally superior alternative is described as not accommodating
future airport operations in a safe manner. The DEIR specifically references the FAA safety “hot spot” for
this conclusion. It appears that this mention is referencing Hot Spot #1 from Exhibit 4C of the Draft
Master Plan. The Draft Master Plan describes as follows: “Pilots are sometimes confused by the angle at
which Taxiway C intersects Runway 7-25.” (p. 4-8). The Draft Master Plan further describes the
recommendation for the taxiway extension from the FAA Local Runway Safety Action Plan for the Airport
(Action Plan). The City of Goleta would like to see this Action Plan included as an appendix to the DEIR.
This would provide clearer details on the necessity of the taxiway extension to address safety and
circulation issues, including remedying Hot Spot #1. Not only will the Action Plan provide helpful
additional information, but this document may help the City of Santa Barbara in their necessary statement
of overriding considerations.

Appendices

50

Appendix F

The City of Goleta has several concerns about the methodology and analysis of traffic impacts included in
Appendix F: Traffic Impact Study. Specific comments are provided below. Without a thorough and sound traffic
analysis, the impacts of the Draft Master Plan on Goleta intersections cannot be accurately or adequately
analyzed.

51

F-6

A more detailed discussion of the project description is needed. Discuss and explain the Fixed Base Operator
(FBO) facilities so that potential traffic impacts can be better understood. This discussion should include the size
of the FBO facilities currently compared to what is proposed as part of the project. Details of trip generation for
the changes in size and use of the FBOs should be discussed in the traffic impacts analysis.

52

F-24

The Existing Conditions Peak-Hour Intersection LOS Analysis (Table 3-1) presents values that are too low for the
Los Carneros Road/U.S. 101 Southbound Ramps intersection, Fairview Avenue/Calle Real intersection, and
Fairview Avenue/U.S. 101 Northbound Ramps intersection. Please update as necessary.

53

F-28

Trip Generation South and Trip Generation North are briefly explained. However, the analysis should include the
methodology used divide trips between North and South. This analysis should also include how the trip
generations would change without the Ekwill and Fowler Road extensions.

54

Appendix B to
Appendix F

The traffic counts used should provide more detail as to what type of vehicle entered and exited various Airport
facilities. This information would help provide more precise information about vehicular behavior at the Airport
and how trip distribution would change under various land use scenarios. By lumping all vehicles in to one
category, critical information is missed.
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Number DEIR Draft EIR Comment
Reference
Additionally, traffic counts to determine ins and outs at the entrance and exit of the existing Airport terminal ] GOL,77
should have been performed. _|contd
55 Appendix Cto | SYNCHRO is the software used to generate LOS results for project analysis. The methodology for this planning | ]
Appendix F method analysis is Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU). Appendix C of the Traffic Impact Study for the DEIR is

not based on the 1,600 vph saturation flow rate with 10% lost time convention adopted by the City of Goleta GOL78
which is also consistent with SBCAG’s Congestion Management Program. The SYNCHRO analysis must be
redone with the appropriate parameters for the ICU approach. Once this is done, the LOS analysis must be
redone to adequately analyze project and cumulative impacts. —
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Response to Letter 8
City of Goleta (GOL)
Dated October 30, 2015

GOL-1: This comment states that the proposed project boundary is unclear.

Response: Comment noted. Several exhibits of the Recirculated Draft EIR have been revised to
include a Master Plan boundary line, which clearly shows that the draft Final Master Plan includes
only areas south of Hollister Avenue, with the one exception of a recommended avigation
easement for a 7.4-acre area located on the northwest corner of Hollister Avenue and South La
Patera Lane. See revised Exhibits 2B, 2C and 2E.

GOL-2: This comment states that the Santa Barbara Airport Industrial Area Specific Plan (SP-6
Plan) includes some, but not all of the Santa Barbara Airport, and guides development both
north and south of Hollister Avenue.

Response: Comment noted. Subarea 1 of the SP-6 Plan is included within the proposed Master
Plan area located north of the airfield and south of Hollister Avenue.

GOL-3: This comment states that since the Airport Master Plan “alters growth” within the
Specific Plan boundary, it would be inconsistent with the SP-6 Plan without a Specific Plan
amendment.

Response: The City of Santa Barbara Planning staff has analyzed the proposed Master Plan’s
consistency with the City’s SP-6 Plan and has determined that it is consistent with the intent of
policies within the Plan, including policies specific to Subarea 1. See Recirculated Draft EIR,
Section 4.6.4, Compatibility with the Santa Barbara Airport Industrial Area Specific Plan and SP-6
Zoning.

GOL-4: This comment opines that the Draft EIR project description identifies future airport
growth, such as increased enplanements, and that all future airport growth must be evaluated
in the Draft EIR.

Response: Increased enplanements and other airport activities, such as based aircraft and overall
operations (takeoffs and landings), are a function of several factors including national aviation
trends, the national and regional economic outlook, fuel prices, the number and type of airports
within an airport’s service area, and the preferences and business decisions of airline carriers.
Although an airport can try to affect this growth by offering a competitive and safe environment,
an Airport Master Plan is primarily a facilities and capital improvement plan that seeks to align
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recommended safety and efficiency improvements to an airport’s needs as they occur and as
funding becomes available. Therefore, it is important to have realistic growth projections on
which to base the recommended development plan.

This does not mean, however, that growth at an airport is dependent upon implementation of
its Master Plan. In fact, the previous Master Plan projected that by 2015 the Airport would have
235 based aircraft and 176,500 total operations. In actuality, based on the Airport’s reported
activity for the 12 months ending in December 31, 2014, there were 188 based aircraft and
104,900 total operations at the Airport. Thus, the growth assumed in the Plan was not reached
in spite of the Plan’s implementation.

No changes to the capacity of the airfield will occur as a result of this Master Plan. Environmental
impacts of the proposed Master Plan are indirect and are related to future physical changes
proposed at the Airport for safety and efficiency purposes, such as relocating fixed base
operations or the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project. These impacts have been evaluated at a
programmatic level within the Draft Program EIR since none of the individual Plan
recommendations have been designed. As individual development projects are proposed and
funding becomes available, more detailed environmental analysis will occur, as appropriate,
based on preliminary project design.

Potential future growth in enplanements at the Airport has, however, been included in the
cumulative growth scenarios considered in the Draft EIR. For example, the traffic impact analysis
used the City of Goleta’s traffic model to predict cumulative traffic impacts in the vicinity of the
Airport during the 20-year planning horizon of the Master Plan. The model runs for this analysis
included growth projections for the Airport that were aligned with the proposed Master Plan
aviation activity forecasts as well as other future projects likely to occur in the Goleta area, with
and without several recommended street and intersection improvements. See also the revised
Traffic Impact Study in the Recirculated Draft EIR (Appendix C).

GOL-5: This comment refers to more detailed comments related to the traffic analysis.
Response: See responses to GOL-59 through 67 and GOL-73 through 78.

GOL-6: This comment states that impacts related to the Runway H Airfield Safety Project will
occur to “sensitive wetland habitat” and should be reclassified to Class I.

Response: First, the comment incorrectly refers to the recommended airfield safety project as a
runway extension. The Master Plan does not recommend the expansion of any runways. The

recommendation is for the extension of a taxiway to avoid runway excursions.

Second, the comment implies that the proposal would be located within existing wetlands. As
discussed in Section 4.2.4, Impact BIO-1 of the Draft EIR (as well as Appendix C and D), the primary
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habitat located in the area of the proposed taxiway extension is disturbed annual brome
grassland that is composed primarily of non-native grasses, broad-leaf forbs, and noxious weeds,
rather than wetlands. However, as stated in the Draft EIR text, depending on the amount of
rainfall, this area may also function as an intermittent wetland area.

As part of the EIR process, the Airport has worked with the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW) to prepare an acceptable programmatic mitigation program for all biological
impacts in support of a Class Il impact designation (see Recirculated Draft EIR, Section 4.2.7,
BIO/mm-1 through BIO/mm-4). A detailed mitigation program that meets the parameters of the
programmatic mitigation program will be required as a condition of approval if the proposed
Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project moves forward.

GOL-7: This comment states concerns that the biological survey was conducted during the dry
season during drought conditions.

Response: Additional project-specific surveys, which will be used for developing a detailed
mitigation program, will be required at the time that the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project moves
forward. This EIR is a programmatic EIR and is not intended to provide the level of detail
necessary to approve or evaluate specific impacts of any particular development project
recommended within the Master Plan. As such, a one-season survey is adequate to provide an
indication of when, and where, additional project-specific surveys will be necessary.

GOL-8: This comment states that Impact BIO-1 should not be limited to jurisdictional wetlands.
Response: See response to comment GOL-6 above regarding coordination with CDFW regarding
the preparation of an acceptable programmatic biological mitigation program.

GOL-9: This comment requests that the programmatic biological mitigation program be made
available for review.

Response: The initial programmatic mitigation program was contained in the Draft EIR in Section

4.2.7, BIO/mm-1 and included Table 4G and Exhibit 4D. A revised program, based on comments
from CDFW, is included in the Recirculated Draft EIR, Section 4.2.7, BIO/mm-1.

GOL-10: This comment opines that even if there is a programmatic mitigation program for
biological resources, the Airport is not able to mitigate the “destruction of wetlands and
biological resources” to an insignificant level.

Response: This determination is more appropriately decided by the resource agencies tasked
with protecting the subject resources according to applicable statute and regulations. In the past,
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safety projects at the Airport have had acceptable mitigation programs approved by both the
California Coastal Commission (CCC) and CDFW.

GOL-11: This comment states that analyzing one single alternative is inadequate.

Response: The Airport has undertaken extensive alternative analyses throughout both the initial
Master Planning process as well as within the environmental process, as documented in Sections
3.1 and 3.2 of the Draft EIR. As a result, the project description was refined to remove potential
environmentally harmful aspects of the original plan. These additional four alternatives did not
need to be fully analyzed within the environmental document since they were incorporated into
the Master Plan as project characteristics rather than mitigation. The Draft EIR does include two
additional alternatives, the No Project alternative and an Environmentally Superior alternative,
as required by the CEQA Guidelines.

GOL-12: This comment maintains that the Draft EIR does not provide a reasonable discussion
of other Draft Master Plan concepts that could attain some of all of the project objectives.

Response: Exhibits 3A and 3B of the Draft EIR contain summaries of the Master Plan treatment
of the various options to obtain the objectives of the Master Plan as well as the environmental
issues related to the various airfield, terminal area, and north landside alternatives considered.
In addition, the entire draft Final Master Plan is incorporated by reference as allowed by the
CEQA Guidelines, Section 15150.

GOL-13: This comment states that the “environmentally superior alternative” does not
mitigate the only Class | impact identified in the Draft EIR.

Response: This is correct since the “environmentally superior alternative” presented in the Draft
EIR is to allow a reduction in potential impacts to biological resources, which is identified as a
Class Il impact. Due to the need for comprehensive mitigation, it was determined that it would
help the Lead agency in their decision-making process to have an alternative other than
mitigation to consider.

The Class | impact identified in the Draft EIR is related to cumulative traffic impacts in the long
term (i.e., by the year 2032). Based on the revised Traffic Impact Study contained in the
Recirculated Draft EIR (Appendix C), cumulative traffic impacts could occur in both the years 2022
and 2032. However, given that the only project-related contribution to the cumulative traffic will
be 12-15 vehicular trips during the PM peak-hour, the “No Project” alternative is the only
alternative that will effectively provide a reduction in this impact. This is because the “No
Project” alternative would not relocate the fixed base operator (FBO) currently located south of
the commercial passenger terminal to the north side of the airfield.
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GOL-14: This comment states that the Draft EIR does not provide enough information to allow
the decision-maker to make a statement of overriding considerations.

Response: As previously mentioned in response to comment GOL-12, the entire draft Final
Master Plan is incorporated by reference into the EIR, as allowed by the CEQA Guidelines, Section
15150, and provides detailed information regarding the merits and safety benefits of the
proposed project.

GOL-15: This comment states that the Draft EIR does not analyze the potential future risk to
the Airport from sea level rise.

Response: The City of Santa Barbara believes these concerns have been adequately addressed
under Section 4.5, Hydrology and Water Quality. Based on recent CEQA case law, the Draft EIR
inaccurately characterized flood hazards resulting from global climate change as a project impact.
Pursuant to California Building Industry Association (CBIA) vs. Bay Area Air Quality Management
District (BAAQMD) (2015), CEQA analysis “is concerned with a project’s impact on the
environment, rather than with the environment’s impact on a project and its users or residents”
(CBIA, 62 Cal. 4t at 97). The sea level rise analysis has been revised in the Recirculated Draft EIR
(Section 4.5.1, Anticipated Future Sea Level Rise and Hydrological Changes in Goleta Slough and
Section 4.5.4, Result HYD-2c), and is retained for informational purposes only. The proposed
mitigation measures to address sea level rise remain as recommended mitigation measures.

GOL-16: This comment provides a contact number in the case of questions related to the City
of Goleta’s comments.

Response: Comment noted.

GOL-17: This comment states that an amendment to the SP-6 Plan is required to add the
Aviation Facilities (A-F) Zone to the Master Plan area and that this, and other necessary
amendments to the Local Coastal Plan and Airport Zoning Ordinance, should be discussed in
the EIR.

Response: Based on the boundaries of the SP-6 Plan, no changes to the Aviation Facilities (A-F)
zone at the Airport will be necessary to implement the proposed Master Plan. The only overlap
between the Master Plan and the SP-6 Plan is within the existing general aviation area located
south of Hollister Avenue, which is already zoned as either A-I-1 (Airport Industrial) or A-F. The
redevelopment planned for the area would be consistent with this existing zoning. In addition,
upon further City staff review as part of the environmental analysis, no SP-6 Plan amendment
will be necessary. See responses to comments GOL-3 and GOL-54.
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Amendments to areas outside the SP-6 Plan area may be required to the Airport’s LCP and Zoning
Ordinance if the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project is pursued. These amendments are already
discussed in the Draft EIR in several sections. However, Section 2.4 has been revised to state that
initiation of a LCP amendment, a General Plan amendment, and a rezone for that portion of the
G-S-R zone that will be needed for the Taxiway H project will also be considered.

GOL-18: This comment states that Tables ES-2 and ES-3 in the Executive Summary of the Draft
EIR contain titles for each impact analyzed that are not provided in the text and do not contain
complete impact discussions, causing confusion as to what impact is being analyzed.

Response: The impacts identified in Tables ES-2 and ES-3 use the same identification system as
Chapter Four of the Draft EIR and are organized as Class |, Class Il, Class Ill, or Class IV impacts.
Table ES-2 identifies the Class | and Class Il impacts and the proposed mitigation, while Table ES-
3 and ES-4 list the Class Il and Class IV impacts, which do not require mitigation. The impact
discussions are labeled by letter identifiers followed by a numbering system. For example,
Impact AQ-1 is the first impact discussed under Air Quality. Due to the fact that the Executive
Summary is intended only to summarize the information contained in the Draft EIR, the summary
tables do not contain the entire impact discussion; however, each mitigation measure is listed in
its entirety and additional summary text for each impact has been added into these tables in the
Recirculated Draft EIR in response to this comment.

GOL-19: This comment disagrees with the Draft EIR conclusion that the proposed Master Plan
will not induce growth.

Response: The Master Plan is only a redevelopment plan for the Airport; no changes to the
airfield capacity will occur. The increase in overall operations at the Airport projected in the 20-
year forecasts that were used as a basis for the Master Plan are primarily a function of national
and regional economic trends. See response to comment GOL-4.

GOL-20: This comment asks what “moderate growth” at the Airport in reference to the City of
Santa Barbara’s recent General Plan update means.

Response: The City’s General Plan considers “moderate growth” at the Airport that was based
on the 2003 Aviation Facilities Plan’s aviation demand forecast which included scenarios for one
to four percent annual growth rate of annual enplaned passengers and two percent per year
growth in general aviation (GA) aircraft operations.) This information has been added to the
Recirculated Draft EIR in several places (see Sections 1.2, 2.1.1, and 4.6.4, Impact LU-2).
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GOL-21: This comment requests that an analysis of noise be included in the Draft EIR and asks
for a discussion of the extension of Runway 15L.

Response: First, the Master Plan does not include the extension of any of the runways at the
Airport, including Runway 15L. An existing displaced threshold would be removed from the end
of Runway 15L. This change was included in the noise modeling discussed in the following
paragraph.

Second, the Master Plan included the modeling of both existing (2011) and future (2017 and
2032) noise contours at the Airport. See Appendix B of the draft Final Master Plan, Exhibits B18,
Exhibit B19, and B20. This analysis is incorporated into the Draft EIR by reference.

As shown in these exhibits and identified in Table B9 of the draft Final Master Plan, during the
implementation period of the Master Plan, the noise contours associated with the Airport are
expected to contract slightly (i.e., get closer to the Airport) due to an anticipated gradual shift
over time from older, noisier aircraft to newer, quieter aircraft. Since aircraft noise will not
increase over the lifetime of the Master Plan, it is not necessary to address it in the Draft EIR.
The issue was discussed in the Initial Study as follows:

“Due to a Congressional mandate for the phasing out of older, noisier aircraft nationwide by 2015 and
the anticipated economic-based decisions of Airport users to move towards more technologically-
advanced business aircraft, the 60 and 65 CNEL for the Airport by 2017 are expected to be smaller
than what exists today. By the year 2032, the noise contours will have expanded some over what
would occur in 2017 due to an increase in overall Airport activity, but are still expected to remain
closer to the Airport than what currently exists. Therefore, impacts due to increased noise levels and
exposure to high noise levels at the Airport during the planning horizon of the proposed Master Plan
are less than significant since fewer homes would be affected by noise over the 60 CNEL than currently
occurs today.” (Pages A-39 and 40, Draft EIR).

GOL-22: This comment states that improvements to the terminal and FBO sites recommended
in the Master Plan will “induce growth in the operational fleet mix” that is shown in Appendix
A, Table 1 (pages A-90 and A-91) of the Draft EIR.

Response: As is shown in the table, the projected increases in operational fleet mix at the Santa
Barbara Airport will occur whether the “Proposed Action” or the “No Action” alternative is
selected. The changes in fleet mix at an airport are rarely dependent upon on the airport’s
landside facilities, but airfield capacity changes, business decisions of the aircraft owners
regarding technological and marketing conditions, and, in the case of the federal mandate to
phase out older, noisier aircraft by the end of 2015, the regulatory environment.

GOL-23: This comment states that impact of operational impacts due to the re-configured
north side aviation must be considered in the Initial Study.
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Response: The relocation of FBOs to the north side of the Airport and the construction of
additional hangars does not represent a change in land use from what currently is present in the
area, i.e., general aviation storage and maintenance uses. Operational impacts cannot be
analyzed at a programmatic level, when there is no defined operation to assess. To do so would
be speculative. If future noise impacts could be an issue based on an FBO lease, these will be
addressed as part of a project-specific analysis under the City’s normal development review
process at that time. However, it should be noted that the closest noise-sensitive land uses to
the north side general aviation areas of the Airport are more than 0.25 mile away.

GOL-24: This comment requests that a detailed analysis of visual impacts from future hangars
or other buildings north of the airfield and perimeter fence changes from 6-feet to 8-feet in
height along South Fairview Avenue at the end of Runway 25 be included in the Draft EIR.

Response: This Draft EIR is a programmatic document that analyzes proposed changes in land
use based on the proposed draft Final Master Plan. The visual impacts of specific buildings cannot
be analyzed at a programmatic level, when there is no defined development plan to assess. Site-
specific impacts of the recommended Master Plan concept plan will be addressed in subsequent
environmental studies.

No changes in land use at the Airport are proposed with the exception of the relocation of an
FBO from the south side of the commercial passenger terminal to the existing general aviation
area on the north side of the airfield. Inits place, a future parking lot or parking garage, if needed,
would be allowed. Regarding the proposed increase in two feet in height for a section of
perimeter fence located at the end of Runway 25, this is not considered to warrant a detailed
visual analysis, especially given that the potential “view” in question is primarily of a runway.
South Fairview Avenue and William Moffett Place along the east side of the Airport are not called
out by the City of Goleta’s General Plan/Coastal Land Use Plan as local scenic corridors (Figure 6-
1).

GOL-25: This comment states that the Draft EIR must include a clear geographic scope for the
Master Plan in the Project Description.

Response: Comment noted. Exhibits 2B, 2C, and 2E of the Recirculated Draft EIR have been
revised to include a Master Plan boundary line, which shows that the draft Final Master Plan
includes only areas south of Hollister Avenue, with the one exception of a recommended
avigation easement for a 7.4-acre area located on the northwest corner of Hollister Avenue and
South La Patera Lane. The text already states on page 2-3, paragraph 1 of the Draft EIR that no
new development is proposed in the Master Plan for the Airport Industrial Area specific planning
area located north of Hollister Avenue.
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GOL-26: This comments states that the Draft EIR must include an exhibit that shows the
boundaries for the Airport, the City of Santa Barbara, the City of Goleta, and the Airport
Industrial Area Specific Plan.

Response: Exhibit 1A of the Draft EIR shows all of these items with the exception of the Airport
Industrial Area Specific Plan. Exhibit 4H of the Draft EIR shows the zoning on all of the airport
property, including those areas that area covered by the Airport Industrial Area Specific Plan (i.e.,
Specific Plan #6, City of Santa Barbara).

GOL-27: This comment asks about the status of four City of Santa Barbara parcels located just
south of the railroad tracks and east of the S. Fairview Avenue.

Response: These parcels are outside of the planning limits of the proposed Master Plan and, as
such, do not need to be included within the Draft EIR analysis.

GOL-28: This comment states that the project objectives are too narrowly constructed to
provide feasible alternatives.

Response: An Airport Master Plan is a very specific type of planning document that must meet
all of the safety objectives and criteria of the FAA. As such, alternatives that can be considered
must also meet all applicable FAA standards and criteria. Refer to the draft Final Master Plan,
Chapters Three, Four, Five and Six, all of which have been incorporated by reference into the
Draft EIR.

GOL-29: This comment states that the discussion regarding forecast aviation activity is not part
of the project description and should be removed.

Response: Comment noted. While we agree that forecast activity at the Airport is not part of the
project description, it provides important information regarding the rationale for the
recommended airport improvements discussed in the following sections of the project
description. Therefore, the discussion has been moved to Section 2.1.1, Project Objectives of the
Recirculated Draft EIR.

GOL-30: This comment states that the Draft EIR must include what will happen to the current
maintenance yard once the new maintenance yard is established.

Response: This information is not currently known. The Draft EIR is a programmatic document
that analyzes proposed changes in land use based on the proposed draft Final Master Plan. As
such, the analysis assumed that existing buildings will remain in place. If reused, the new uses
will be subject to the City’s Flood Plain Management Ordinance. If removed, impacts of specific
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physical changes cannot be analyzed at a programmatic level, when there is no defined
development or redevelopment site plan to assess. Site-specific impacts of the recommended
Master Plan concept plan will be addressed in subsequent environmental studies.

GOL-31: This comment states that the City (of Santa Barbara) limits should be shown on
Exhibits 2B — 2E, not the Airport property.

Response: Comment noted. However, these exhibits are showing the proposed Master Plan
development, which is related to the Airport boundaries, not just the various jurisdictions within
the area. Exhibit 1A of the Draft EIR clearly shows the relationship between the cities of Goleta
and Santa Barbara as well as the University of California, the California Coastal Zone, and the
Airport property. Exhibits 2B, 2C, and 2E have been revised in the Recirculated Draft EIR to show
the proposed Master Plan boundary.

GOL-32: This comment states that the Floodway layer be included on all exhibits.

Response: Comment noted. However, due to the amount of information conveyed on several of
the exhibits, it is not feasible to include all background parameters on every exhibit. For this
reason, information such as floodways, floodplains, the Coastal Zone, and the Goleta Slough
Reserve has been presented only on those exhibits where the information is pertinent to the text
discussions related to the particular exhibit.

GOL-33: This comments says that the size of the proposed paved islands is not the same on
Exhibits 2B, 2C, and 2D (as well as in the partner exhibits within the draft Final Master Plan).
Response: The size of the proposed paved islands is the same within the exhibits; however, the

scale of the exhibits is different. Exhibits 2B and 2C are at 1 inch = 800 feet, while Exhibit 2E is at
1 inch = 400 feet.

GOL-34: This comment asks why the abandoned pavement shown at the eastern end of
Runway 7-15 on Airport Master Plan, Exhibit 4C, is not discussed in the Draft EIR.
Response: This pavement has already been abandoned and is part of the baseline conditions.

The pavement is shown to be abandoned by the white “X”s painted on the pavement.

GOL-35: This comment asks about a Proposed Class | bike path referred to in the legend of
Exhibit 2C of the Draft EIR.
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Response: Earlier versions of the proposed Master Plan included a depiction of a proposed Class
| bike path, which was part of the Santa Barbara County 2008 Regional Transportation Plan.
However, due to the coordination that will need to take place with the Federal Aviation
Administration before such a land use could be located on the Airport, this land use was removed
from later iterations of the recommended Master Plan development concept exhibits. The
legend of Exhibit 2C has been revised in the Recirculated Draft EIR to remove this item.

GOL-36: This comment states that reference to the closure of a parking lot north of Hollister
Avenue should be removed from Exhibit 2E of the Draft EIR since the area is outside of the
geographic scope of the draft Final Master Plan.

Response: Comment noted. This parking lot has already been closed. All Recirculated Draft EIR
exhibits have been revised, as applicable, to remove this item.

GOL-37: This comment states that discussion of the closure of Long Term Lot 2 should be taken
out of the project description.

Response: Comment noted. This parking lot has already been closed. The text in the Recirculated
Draft EIR has been revised to remove all references.

GOL-38: This comment states that the Draft EIR should discuss the draft Final Master Plan
recommendation for a new restaurant/conference center where the existing Airport
administration building is located.

Response: This recommendation is no longer part of the proposed Master Plan since the Airport
has since approved a new lease on the existing restaurant located just east of the administration
building. These changes will be made part of the Final Master Plan once the EIR is certified, and
prior to the Master Plan being adopted.

GOL-39: This comment states that there are discrepancies between the recommended concept
plan shown on Exhibit 2D of the draft Final Airport Master Plan and Exhibit 2E of the Draft EIR.

Response: During the environmental process, several changes were made to the recommended
development concept, including those identified to reduce the environmental impacts of the
proposed Master Plan. These changes will be made part of the Final Master Plan once the EIR is
certified, and prior to the Master Plan being adopted.
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GOL-40: This comment refers to Draft EIR text on page 3-5 under the “No Project” alternative,
which states, in part, “the primary result of this alternative would be an inability of the Airport
to accommodate the project aviation demands of the service area...”

Response: As previously discussed in the response to GOL-4, increased enplanements and other
airport activities, such as based aircraft and overall operations (takeoffs and landings), are a
function of several factors including national aviation trends, the national and regional economic
outlook, fuel prices, the number and type of airports within an airport’s service area, and the
preferences and business decisions of airline carriers. Although an airport can try to affect this
growth by offering a competitive and safe environment, an Airport Master Plan is primarily a
facilities and capital improvement plan that seeks to align recommended safety and efficiency
improvements to an airport’s needs as they occur and as funding becomes available.

GOL-41: This comment asks for an explanation of why the “Environmentally Superior”
alternative does not remedy Hot Spot #1.

Response: Comment noted. The “Environmentally Superior” alternative, as shown in Exhibit 3E
of the Draft EIR, would address the geometry issues related to the angle at which Taxiway C
intersects Runway 7-25. However, other situations that can cause runway excursions would
remain. In FAA Advisory Circular 150/5300-13A, Airport Design, the discussion of methods to
reduce runway incursions includes the following:

(c) Limit runway crossings. The airport designer can reduce the opportunity for human error
by reducing the need for runway crossings. The benefits of such design are twofold —
through a simple reduction in the number of occurrences, and through a reduction in air
traffic controller workload.

(d) Avoid “high energy” intersections. These are intersections in the middle third of the
runways. By limiting runway crossings to the outer thirds of the runway, the portion of the
runway where a pilot can least maneuver to avoid a collision is kept clear.

(f) Avoid “dual purpose” pavements. Runways used as taxiways and taxiways used as
runways can lead to confusion. A runway should always be clearly identified as a runway
and only a runway.

(g) Indirect Access. Do not design taxiways to lead directly from an apron to a runway. Such
configurations can lead to confusion when a pilot typically expects to encounter a parallel
taxiway.

Without the extension of Taxiway H to the end of the runway, aircraft still are forced to “circle

back” on Taxiway A and cross the runway via Taxiway F to reach the ramp north of the runway
and west of Runway 15R-33L.
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GOL-42: This comment makes the general statement that the structuring of the impact analysis
is confusing because there are instances where one “impact” is actually several.

Response: The example given is Impact HYD-2. The text in the Recirculated Draft EIR regarding
Hydrology Impact HYD-2, as well as other impact sections where the text discusses more than
one related impact together, has been revised to denote subsections of an overall impact
category.

GOL-43: This comment states that the section discussing Impact HYD-2 refers to mitigation,
but does not also discuss it in the section.

Response: Comment noted. Mitigation measures are listed in the final subsection of each
environmental resource category discussion and numbered for easy reference. Each mitigation
subsection is also listed in the Table of Contents.

GOL-44: This comment states that because the proposed Master Plan does not include a solar
photovoltaic project within the Airport’s long-term parking lot, it is not consistent with the
City’s adopted Climate Action Plan, which calls for this project with a projected target date of
2015.

Response: The Santa Barbara Airport has an entire plan dedicated to reducing its carbon footprint
(i.e., the 2007 Santa Barbara Airport Greenhouse Gas Inventory and Carbon Footprint Reduction
Plan), which includes the installation of 350 KW solar Photo Voltaic (PV) cells on a roof canopy
used to cover cars in the Airport’s long term parking lot. This type of project is not suitable for
placement on the overall development concept plan of an Airport Master Plan, however, which
provides a guide to ensure that the Airport is prepared to handle forecast future growth in an
efficient and safe manner and shows general land uses, airside elements, and landside buildings
and pavement. There is nothing in the proposed Master Plan that would prevent the City from
constructing roof canopies with solar panels in the long term parking lot or from implementing
any other measure listed in its Carbon Footprint Reduction Plan, although the FAA will require an
obstruction analysis and a glint and glare study before giving its approval. Rather, funding
sources for all such measures are the primary limiting factors.

GOL-45: This comment states that the DEIR analysis (BIO-1) should calculate the disturbed area
for the Taxiway M extension.

Response: This response assumes that the commenter meant Taxiway H, since the proposed
Master Plan does not include an extension of Taxiway M. No further response is necessary since
the Draft EIR (page 4-34, top of page) already states with regards to the Taxiway H Airfield Safety
Project that, “An estimated 12.4 acres of total disturbance would occur...” and that the vegetative
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community to be disturbed would be annual brome grassland that is routinely mowed as part of
the Airport’s ongoing wildlife hazard management efforts.

GOL-46: This comment states that the above impact “clearly impacts wetlands” and that
several years and seasons are necessary to evaluate the impacts from the Taxiway H extension
or it must be called out as a Class | impact.

Response: As discussed in Section 4.2.4, Impact BIO-1 of the Draft EIR (as well as Appendix C and
D), the primary habitat located in the area of the proposed Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project is
disturbed annual brome grassland that is composed primarily of non-native grasses, broad-leaf
forbs, and noxious weeds, rather than wetlands. However, as stated in the Draft EIR text,
depending on the amount of rainfall, this area may also function as an intermittent wetland area.
The current EIR effort is not meant to fully assess the impacts of a Taxiway H Airfield Safety
Project, but rather is a programmatic assessment of an airport planning document. As such, the
survey efforts undertaken in support of the Master Plan have identified the potential for wetland
impacts and have provided the framework for future mitigation efforts. As identified in the CEQA
Guidelines Section 15168(b)(4), one advantage of a program EIR is to “allow the Lead Agency to
consider broad policy alternatives and program-wide mitigation measures at an early time when
the agency has greater flexibility to deal with basic problems or cumulative impacts.” As stated
throughout the Draft EIR, additional, in-depth, analysis will be required before the actual Taxiway
H Airfield Safety Project can be approved.

GOL-47: This comment states that the Programmatic Wetland Restoration Plan should be
included as an appendix to the Draft EIR.
Response: This is not necessary since BIO/mm-1 (in conjunction with Table 4G and Exhibit 4D of

the Draft EIR) already includes the Programmatic Wetland Restoration Plan.

GOL-48: This comment states that the Draft EIR must include more information about the
sensitivity maps and screening process contained in the Master Archaeological Resources
Assessment (MARA) for the Santa Barbara Airport.

Response: Due to the sensitive nature of cultural resources, federal law prohibits such
information from being made public.
GOL-49: This comment states that the Draft EIR must include the information that the Santa

Barbara General Plan EIR shows soils in the area as having a liquefaction potential.

Response: The Draft EIR (page 4-61, Impact G/HAZ-1) already states that “the Airport has a high
potential for liquefaction to occur on-site.”
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GOL-50: This comment asks for details about the increased gas storage at the Airport fuel farms
be provided as well as an analysis of increased risks.

Response: The Master Plan’s Facility Requirements chapter (Chapter 4, Table 4L) identifies the
Airport’s fuel storage requirements, based on a 2-week supply, if the Airport reaches the short,
intermediate, and long term planning levels contained in the Master Plan. Based on this analysis,
the Airport may need an additional 66,200 gallons of Jet A fuel storage capacity by the long term
planning period. Accordingly, the Master Plan recommends that the additional storage be
accommodated at the Airport’s existing fuel farm. However, this is not a project that is listed in
the Airport’s Capital Improvement Plan for the 20-year planning timeframe.

Due to the myriad of existing regulations and the implementation of spill prevention control and
countermeasure (SPCC) plans at the Airport, this potential increase in fuel storage was found to
be Less than Significant within the Initial Study and did not warrant further evaluation at the
programmatic level. See also the discussion contained in Impact G/HAZ-3 and Result G/HAZ-3 of
the Draft EIR, which reiterates the conclusions of the Initial Study.

GOL-51: This comment states that future development within the regulatory floodway
(taxiway extension and fuel farm expansion) and all development within the 100-year
floodplain, which covers the entire Master Planning area, cannot be fully mitigated by
adherence to the City of Santa Barbara’s Flood Plain Management Ordinance.

Response: The City’s Flood Plain Management Ordinance mandates a permit for all future
structures at the Airport since the Airport is located within the 100-year floodplain. The
Ordinance Chapter includes methods and provisions for:

A. Restricting or prohibiting uses which are dangerous to health, safety, and property due to
water or erosion hazards, or which result in damaging increases in erosion or in flood

heights or velocities;

B. Requiring that uses vulnerable to floods, including facilities which serve such uses, be
protected against flood damage at the time of initial construction;

C. Controlling the alteration of natural flood plains, stream channels, and natural protective
barriers, which help accommodate or channel flood waters;

D. Controlling filling, grading, dredging, and other development which may increase flood
damage; and,

E. Preventing or regulating the construction of flood barriers which will unnaturally divert
flood waters or which may increase flood hazards in other areas.
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Therefore, there is no reason that future development per the proposed Master Plan will not be
fully mitigated to a level less than significant through their adherence to this Ordinance.

GOL-52: This comment states that the Draft EIR should include an in depth discussion of sea-
level rise and include how the Airport can adequately mitigate for impacts associated with sea
level rise.

Response: Based on recent CEQA case law, the Draft EIR inaccurately characterized flood hazards
resulting from global climate change as a project impact. Pursuant to California Building Industry
Association (CBIA) vs. Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) (2015), CEQA analysis
“is concerned with a project’s impact on the environment, rather than with the environment’s
impact on a project and its users or residents” (CBIA, 62 Cal. 4™ at 97). The sea level rise analysis
has been revised in the Recirculated Draft EIR (Section 4.5.1, Anticipated Future Sea Level Rise
and Hydrological Changes in Goleta Slough and Section 4.5.4, Result HYD-2c), and is retained for
informational purposes only. The proposed mitigation measures to address sea level rise remain
as recommended mitigation measures.

GOL-53: This comment states that requiring that the Airport raise building and surface levels
to one foot above base flood elevations as sea level rise occurs, which is a measure
recommended in the Goleta Slough Area Sea Level Rise and Management Plan (2015) (and
included in the Draft EIR as HYD/mm-2), must address where the flood waters would go.

Response: This level of analysis is beyond the scope of a Program EIR and is more appropriately
evaluated at a project-specific level as projects move forward and additional trends in sea level
rise are available.

GOL-54: This comment states that the Land Use section of the EIR must address consistency
with the Airport Industrial Area Specific Plan.

Response: See response to comment GOL-3. The City of Santa Barbara Planning staff has
determined that the proposed Master Plan does not represent an inconsistency with the SP-6
Plan land use map, zoning, or policies.

GOL-55: This comment states that the proposed Master Plan is not consistent with the City of
Santa Barbara’s Climate Action Plan and its greenhouse gas emission reduction strategies for
the Airport.

Response: See response to comment GOL-44. The Santa Barbara Airport has an entire plan
dedicated to reducing its carbon footprint (i.e., the 2007 Santa Barbara Airport Greenhouse Gas
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Inventory and Carbon Footprint Reduction Plan), which includes the installation of 350 KW solar
Photo Voltaic (PV) cells on a roof canopy used to cover cars in the Airport’s long term parking lot.
This type of project is not suitable for placement on the overall development concept plan of an
Airport Master Plan, however, which provides a guide to ensure that the Airport is prepared to
handle forecast future growth in an efficient and safe manner and shows general land uses,
airside elements, and landside buildings and pavement.

The proposed Master Plan does incorporate centralized locations for the terminal and fixed base
operations by locating all terminal parking facilities in proximity to the terminal and relocating all
fixed base operations to the north side of the Airport, which are two other reduction strategies
mentioned in this comment.

GOL-56: This comment states that a runway extension project may not meet the CCC’s test for
categorizing the extension as an “incidental public service” because it is not necessary to
maintain the existing capacity of the Airport, only make it more efficient, and, therefore, LCP
policy conflicts must remain as Class I, Significant Environmental Impact.

Response: This response assumes that the commenter meant the proposed Taxiway H Airfield
Safety Project, since the proposed Master Plan does not include an extension of any runways.
The Draft EIR makes the conclusion that the proposed Master Plan does not conflict with any LCP
policies. This statement is true since no construction or ground disturbance will result from the
adoption of the planning document.

Future projects recommended in the Master Plan, such as the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project,
may require an LCP amendment to move forward. The final approval of projects within the
Coastal Zone rely on the merits of the project, as designed, and rely on the Coastal permitting
process to ensure that significant impacts do not occur. This process will also make the
determination of whether or not a proposal meets the CCC definition of an “incidental public
service.” The Draft EIR includes programmatic mitigation measures, which will be incorporated
into applicable projects, that are consistent with coastal permitting procedures for the Slough in
the past.

GOL-57: This comment states that a more comprehensive analysis of the City of Santa Barbara
General Plan, Airport Zoning Regulations, and Airport Industrial Area Specific Plan is necessary.

Response: The Draft EIR addresses applicable City of Santa Barbara General Plan policies in each
section of Chapter Four. The Land Use section is focused on those General Plan policies specific
to the Airport, e.g., Airport LCP policies not covered in the Biology section of the EIR.

A thorough analysis of the zoning regulations cannot be conducted at the planning level, but will

be required for individual projects prior to the issuance of building permits. However, the Draft
EIR does address at a programmatic level the need to rezone part the G-S-R zone to A-A-O if the
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Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project moves forward. Additional analysis of this specific project will
occur at the time of project design and approval. See also Recirculated Draft EIR, Section 4.6.4,
Impact LU-6.

See response to comment GOL-3 regarding the consistency of the Master Plan with the SP-6 Plan.
See Recirculated Draft EIR, Section 4.6.4, Impact LU-3.

GOL-58: This comment states that the impacts of a proposed lavatory dump station in the
southeastern portion of the Airport must be included in the Draft EIR.

Response: Environmental impacts of the proposed Master Plan are indirect and are related to
future physical changes proposed at the Airport for safety and efficiency purposes. These
impacts can only be evaluated at a programmatic level within the Draft EIR since none of the
individual Plan recommendations have been designed. As individual development projects are
proposed and funding becomes available, more detailed environmental analysis will occur, as
appropriate, based on preliminary project design. See also response to comment GOL-51
regarding flood plain issues and the role that the City of Santa Barbara’s Flood Plain Management
Ordinance and permitting procedures play in ensuring that significant flood-related impacts do
not occur.

GOL-59: This comment states that the Draft EIR must include more discussion of the County’s
Congestion Management Program (CMP).

Response: The Draft EIR (and Recirculated Draft EIR) discuss the County CMP in Section 4.8.2,
Applicable Plans and Policies, as well as in Sections 4.8.4 and 4.8.5 under the impact discussions.
Based on this analysis, implementation of the proposed Master Plan would contribute cumulative
traffic to roadways and intersections within the CMP network. However, implementation of the
Master Plan will not cause CMP intersections to operate below a LOS D.

GOL-60: This comment states that the Draft EIR does not explain why new projects identified
in the proposed Master Plan are not considered to have a potential impact on traffic, e.g., four
new revenue support parcels, new T-hangars, and a new restaurant/conference center.

Response: A new restaurant/conference center is no longer part of the proposed Master Plan
(refer to the Recirculated Draft EIR, Exhibits 2B and 2E). Other proposed re-development on the
north side of the Airport, e.g. new T-hangars and revenue support parcels, are currently
developed with existing office and R&D buildings that generate traffic in the existing condition.
While future development may have more or less traffic than currently exists, it is not feasible to
evaluate the difference at a planning level with no actual development proposals. Instead, the
City of Goleta’s traffic model was used to predict future traffic levels in the study area, which
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took into account not only future growth rates for the City of Goleta, but also for the Airport
based on forecast activity levels.

GOL-61: This comment states that the Draft EIR did not include City of Santa Barbara projects
in the vicinity of the Airport.

Response: Comment noted. The Recirculated Draft EIR has been revised to include both updated
City of Goleta and City of Santa Barbara projects within the project study area.

GOL-62: This comment states that the Draft EIR assumes both the Ekwill and Fowler Road
extensions by the Year 2022, but that the analysis should also be run without these projects
since they have not yet been approved.

Response: Comment noted. The Recirculated Draft EIR and revised Traffic Impact Study includes
the future extension of Ekwill Road in the years 2022 and 2032 as a planned roadway
improvement. However, it is not likely to be used for traffic resulting from Master Plan
implementation, which primarily involves FBO trips being redistributed from south of the
Terminal to the north side of the airfield. The extension of Fowler Road is not included as its
proposed location within a runway protection zone makes it less feasible.

GOL-63: This comment states that there are additional traffic mitigation measures that the
City of Santa Barbara can implement, such as diverting traffic from entering Hollister Avenue
from on-airport roads west on to Hollister Avenue.

Response: The Airport cannot restrict the access of future development on the Airport’s north
side without project-specific studies to address emergency access, flow of traffic, and other
design issues. In addition, there is a fire station located on the north side of the Airport that
needs unrestricted access to its property.

GOL-64: This comment states that there are additional traffic mitigation measures that the
City of Santa Barbara can implement, such as constructing an overpass/on-ramp within the City
of Santa Barbara-controlled Airport Industrial Area.

Response: This type of mitigation measure would have regional ramifications and would need to
be included within the County of Santa Barbara’s Regional Transportation Plan as well as have
approval from the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). One issue would be its
distance from the existing on-ramp at Fairview Avenue. As stated in the Draft EIR (Section 4.8.7),
the already planned La Patera overcrossing would provide adequate mitigation for cumulative
traffic; the City of Santa Barbara will pay its “fair share” cost allocation based on adopted
mitigation fee programs if, or when, it is constructed.
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GOL-65: This comment states that there are additional traffic mitigation measures that the
City of Santa Barbara can implement, such as providing a shuttle/bus service between the
Amtrak Station and the Airport Terminal.

Response: This measure, while potentially improving airport-related traffic, cannot be used to
mitigate traffic impacts of adopting the proposed Master Plan. Those impacts are related to the
relocation of an FBO from the south side of the Airport to the north.

GOL-66: This comment opines that the Draft EIR stating there are no possible mitigations to
the Class | traffic impact is unacceptable.

Response: The Draft EIR does not state that there are no possible mitigations, but includes a
reasonable range of traffic mitigation measures. However, the bottom line is that due to the
cumulative traffic situation expected to occur in the long term planning scenario, traffic due to
the relocation of an FBO from near the terminal to the north side of the Airport will redirect a
small amount of peak hour trips through intersections that will eventually experience
unacceptable LOS. Both the City of Goleta and City of Santa Barbara’s significance thresholds
only take into account measurable traffic improvements that reduce LOS. Therefore, the
project’s cumulative impact must stay as Class | until such time that the actual LOS can be
improved.

GOL-67: This comment states that an agreement with the City of Goleta to pay a fair-share
allocation of future intersection improvements should be included as a mitigation measure for
Impact T-3.

Response: The Draft EIR discusses traffic impact fees under Result T-3. This discussion has also
been added to the Recirculated Draft EIR in the Mitigation Measure section (4.8.7).

GOL-68: This comment states that Chapter Five, Other CEQA Sections should be updated based
on the City of Goleta’s comments.

Response: Chapter Five of the Recirculated Draft EIR has been updated, as appropriate, based

on the Recirculated Draft EIR text revisions.

GOL-69: This comment states that the Draft EIR only includes one alternative in addition to the
No Project Alternative, which does not provide a “reasonable range of alternatives to consider
other ways to achieve some or all of the project objectives.”
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Response: As the environmental analysis was completed, several aspects of the proposed Master
Plan that were likely to create significant environmental impacts were removed from the project,
making the proposed project itself more environmentally sensitive, and reducing the need for
additional alternatives to solve the identified problems. This is, ideally, the way the
environmental review process is supposed to work. The Draft EIR summarizes this process in
Sections 3.1 and 3.2, including a summary of the lengthy alternatives process that was conducted
as part of the Master Plan itself (Chapter 5), which identified and then looked closely at ways to
accomplish the project objectives. The alternatives carried through the Draft EIR analysis address
the remaining environmental concerns associated with the project as proposed, i.e., impacts to
Goleta Slough (Environmentally Superior alternative) and cumulative traffic (No Project
alternative).

GOL-70: This comment states that the Draft EIR must provide an alternative, other than the No
Project alternative, that lessens identified cumulative traffic impacts.

Response: The proposed Master Plan is focused on safety improvements within the airfield,
which do not generate traffic, and the redevelopment of the north side. Because the north side
already generates traffic and details of the future uses are, for the most part unknown, this future
trafficis best captured within the overall Airport growth rates that are already part of the Goleta’s
traffic model (i.e., the model assumes light industrial land uses for the north side and this land
use will not change as a result of the proposed redevelopment). The traffic impacts associated
with the proposed Master Plan are, therefore, associated with the proposed relocation of one
FBO from south of the terminal to the north side. The only alternative to this is the No Project
alternative.

GOL-71: This comment states that Table 6A, Impacts T-2 and T-3, should not include references
to construction traffic.

Response: Comment noted. These references have been removed in the Recirculated Draft EIR.
GOL-72: This comment requests that an FAA Local Runway Safety Action Plan be included
within the EIR appendices to provide clearer details on the necessity of extending Taxiway H to
address safety and circulation issues.

Response: Comment noted. This memo has been included as Appendix A of the Recirculated

Draft EIR.

GOL-73: This comment states that the City has several concerns about the methodology and
analysis of traffic impacts (as specified in comments GOL-74 through GOL-78.
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Response: See responses to comments GOL-74 through GOL-78.

GOL-74: This comment states that a more detailed discussion of the project description is
needed to provide details regarding the FBO facilities.

Response: An FBO is a commercial business granted the right by an airport to operate on the
airport and provide aeronautical services such as fueling, hangars, tie-downs and parking, aircraft
rental, aircraft maintenance, flight instruction, etc. Existing FBOs at the Airport include Signature
Flight Support (9,760 sf) and Atlantic Aviation (3,400 sf). Services provided by these two
businesses include general aviation terminal service, flight planning facilities, a pilot’s lounge,
conference room, passenger lounge, and restrooms.

The traffic analysis conducted traffic counts at the existing Atlantic Aviation driveways and used
these counts to determine trip generation factors that were then proportionately extrapolated
to determine traffic associated with future general aviation activity at the Airport based on the
Master Plan projections. It should be noted, however, that FBO trips and associated activity is
limited more by airport traffic operations than by the size of the facility.

GOL-75: This comment states that the Existing Conditions Peak-Hour Intersection LOS analysis
has values that are too low for several of the intersections within the study area.

Response: Traffic volumes for intersections under study were initially collected during the
summer of 2014 and then were recollected on April 2, 2015 when UCSB was in session. Since US
101 ramp construction was ongoing throughout the study period, April 2 was chosen for data
collection, based on information provided by Goleta regarding the schedule of construction,
because only one of the ramps (the northbound Fairview Avenue on-ramp) was closed on this
day. Traffic volumes for this ramp was based on an April 2013 count from the City of Goleta’s
Marriott Final EIR. No additional data collection is necessary.

GOL-76: This comment states that the methodology for dividing project trips between north
and south should be included and that the analysis should include how trip generation would
change without the Ekwill and Fowler Road extensions.

Response: Since the Airport is comprised of two distinct areas — the north side along Hollister
Avenue and the south side terminal area — the methodology for deciding which trip distribution
to use was simply based on the location of the trip generating land use. Based on this and other
comments, the Recirculated Draft EIR contains an updated traffic impact study that contains an
analysis of cumulative traffic conditions without the Fowler Road extension, which is the
improvement that would affect airport-related traffic. It should be noted, however, that whether
or not Fowler Road is extended has no bearing on trip generation at the Airport, only trip
distribution.
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GOL-77: This comment states that the traffic counts used should provide more detail as to
what type of vehicle entered and exited the various Airport facilities, and that traffic counts to
determine ins and outs at the entrance and exit of the existing terminal should have been
performed.

Response: Trip distribution is an estimation of how vehicles would access the project site and
takes into account for the various vehicles. Though helpful in a detailed analysis, vehicle
classification for purposes of this planning study was not considered to be necessary. Traffic
counts at the various Airport ingress and egress points were collected and was provided in an
appendix to the traffic impact study report.

GOL-78: This comment states that the SYNCHRO analysis performed must be redone with
different parameters for Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) approach consistent with the
Santa Barbara County Association of Governments’ (SBCAG) CMP.

Response: The Recirculated Draft EIR contains an updated Traffic Impact Study (Appendix D) that
uses the City of Goleta’s preferred traffic analysis software, TRAFFIX. It also utilizes the 1,600 vph
saturation flow rates with a 10% lost time convention adopted by the City of Goleta and
consistent with the SBCAG’s CMP.
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LETTER9

October 30, 2015

Planning Division

Attn. Andrew Bermond, AICP
P.O. Box 1990

Santa Barbara, CA 93102-1990

RE: Airport Master Plan Draft EIR
Dear Mr. Bermond,

Please accept the following comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) for the Santa Barbara Airport Master Plan (AMP), which are hereby submitted by
Santa Barbara Channelkeeper.

Santa Barbara Channelkeeper is a local non-profit environmental organization dedicated
to protecting and restoring the Santa Barbara Channel and its watersheds through science-
based advocacy, education, field work and enforcement.

Channelkeeper is particulatly concerned about the potential adverse environmental
impacts of the project to expand Runway H which is included as part of the AMP. The
AMP needs to clarify that the adoption of the AMP does not indicate approval of specific
projects (particularly the expansion of Runway H), nor exempt individual projects that are
part of the AMP from separate and full environmental review.

In addition, the impacts from the proposed runway expansion should be more thoroughly
analyzed in the AMP, as the existing analysis is inadequate. As currently drafted, the DEIR
bases most findings of impacts on an extremely limited biological study. It is clear that a
far more robust analysis is needed in order to accurately assess the potential
environmental impacts.

Channelkeeper also recommends that the airport increase their proposed mitigation ratio
to a minimum of 4:1, as much of the environment that will be impacted is sensitive
wetland or important habitat, and the mitigation ratio currently proposed would be
inadequate to truly mitigate the impact.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIR for the Airport Master Plan; we
appreciate your attention to the issues and concerns we raise and trust you will address
them before certifying the EIR. Please feel free to contact me via email at kira@sbck.org
ot telephone at 805.563.3377 ext.1 should you have any questions.

Sincerely,

<KL A

Kira Redmond, Executive Director
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Response to Letter 9
Santa Barbara Channelkeeper (SBCh)
Dated October 30, 2015

SBCh-1: This comment provides information on the Santa Barbara Channelkeeper’s mission.

Response: Thank you for your comments.

SBCh-2: This comment states that there is a concern about the expansion of Runway H, and
that the Airport Master Plan needs to clarify that the adoption of the Airport Master Plan does
not indicate approval of specific projects, nor exempt them from environmental review.

Response: The Airport Master Plan does not recommend the expansion of any runways. It does
recommend the extension of a taxiway (Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project) to the end of the
existing runway for safety purposes. The Airport Master Plan contains an Environmental
Overview (Appendix B), in which future environmental review of recommended Master Plan
projects is discussed (see Appendix B, Part 2 — Environmental Evaluation). In addition, the Draft
Environmental Impact Report states in several places, including the Executive Summary (ES3.0,
Required Discretionary Actions and Other Agency Approvals), that “Future projects
recommended in the Master Plan would require discretionary approvals at the time they are
ready for implementation” and specifically refers to the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project.

SBCh-3: This comment states that the impacts from the proposed runway expansion should be
more thoroughly analyzed, and that a more robust analysis is needed.

Response: Again, the Airport Master Plan does not recommend the expansion of any runways
(see response to comment SBCh-2). The current EIR effort is not meant to fully assess the impacts
of a Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project, but rather is a programmatic assessment of an airport
planning document. As such, the survey efforts undertaken in support of the Master Plan have
identified the potential for wetland impacts and have provided the framework for future
mitigation efforts. As identified in the CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(b)(4), one advantage of a
program EIR is to “allow the Lead Agency to consider broad policy alternatives and program-wide
mitigation measures at an early time when the agency has greater flexibility to deal with basic
problems or cumulative impacts.” As stated throughout the Draft EIR, additional, in-depth,
analysis will be required before the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project could be approved.

SBCh-4: This comment recommends that the Airport increase the proposed mitigation ratio for
the Taxiway H project to a minimum of 4:1 and states that the project will impact sensitive
wetlands or important habitat.
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Response: This comment states that the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project would be located
within existing wetlands or important habitat. As discussed in Section 4.2.4, Impact BIO-1 of the
Draft EIR (as well as Appendix C and D), the primary habitat located in the area of the proposed
Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project is disturbed annual brome grassland that is composed primarily
of non-native grasses, broad-leaf forbs, and noxious weeds, rather than wetlands. However, as
stated in the Draft EIR text, depending on the amount of rainfall, this area may also function as
an intermittent wetland area. Therefore, a detailed mitigation program that meets the
parameters of the Programmatic Wetlands Restoration Program contained in the Draft EIR (and
as revised by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife [CDFW] and included in the
Recirculated Draft EIR) will be required as a condition of approval if the proposed Taxiway H
Airfield Safety Project moves forward.
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Santa Barbara Audubon Society =~ £9.30x2508 o o

A Chapter of the National Audubon Society www.santabarbaraaudubon.org
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October 30, 2015

City of Santa Barbara Planning Division
Attention: Andrew Bermond, AICP
P.O. Box 1990

Santa Barbara, CA 93102-1990
ABermond@SantaBarbaraCA.gov

RE: Comments on Draft Airport Master Plan Environmental Impact Report

Santa Barbara Audubon Society (SBAS) is a chapter of the National Audubon Society with
approximately 1100 members in the Santa Barbara area. The mission of SBAS is to help
conserve and restore the earth’s natural ecosystems and improve its biological diversity,
principally in the Santa Barbara area, and to connect people to birds and nature through
education, science-based projects and advocacy.

. . - . AUD1
SBAS has long been involved in the Goleta Slough ecosystem, providing representatives to the
Goleta Slough Management Committee, spearheading and participating in restoration projects
within the Slough, and leading outreach activities in the Slough ecosystem. Many of our
members frequently use Goleta Slough (GS) for their recreational activities. We appreciate the
opportunity to offer comments on the Draft Airport Master Plan (AMP) Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR).

General Comments

In general, SBAS finds that the DEIR does not establish the need for the projects outlined in the
DEIR, uses outdated and incomplete information to draw conclusions about the impacts of
proposed projects, and has not provided a convincing or rigorous analysis of the environmental
impacts of the projects proposed in the AMP. As a consequence, many of the DEIR’s

conclusions about the levels of impact are unwarranted.

AUD2
Because the new, expanded Airport, opened in 2011, has excess capacity, operating at 48% of
annual service volume, the projects outlined in the DEIR are justified on the basis of increases in
Airport safety and efficiency. However, there is little quantitative analysis of the effects of the
AMP on Airport efficiency or safety and no quantitative forecasting of the need for the terminal
or parking lot expansions. _

The DEIR also contains no analysis of the effects of the proposed expanded fuel farm on the
environment or safety, or on the environmental impacts of north side developments on San Pedro
Creek.

AUD3

2015-10-30 SBAS AP MasterPlan DEIR Comments.doc Page 1 of 7
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DEIR is inadequate in addressing AMP impacts on physical and chemical conditions in
Goleta Slough and in considering the consequences of climate change and sea level rise

Many of SBAS’s concerns about the DEIR, however, revolve around the inadequacy of its
analysis of AMP impacts on native species, communities, and habitats. In the latter case, the
AMP calls for changes in the distribution and amounts of paved or disturbed surfaces in the
Airport area. Not only will this development destroy or re-arrange habitat, it will result in effects
on the hydrology, sediment dynamics, geomorphology, and water quality of GS with many
repercussions for its native biota.

The DEIR, however, contains no quantitative analysis of the effects of the AMP on physical and
chemical factors, and habitats, within the Slough. Although the DEIR also states that such
impacts will be mitigated through adherence to current policies and the use of best management
practices (BMPs), the description of BMPs is vague and the effectiveness or sufficiency of
mitigation practices cannot be evaluated.

Despite the completion of the Goleta Slough Area Sea Level Rise (SLR) and Management Plan,
the DEIR does not include much of the information or conclusions in that document.
Prescriptions for dealing with sea level rise are vague and sketchy, and insufficient detail is
provided to determine if they would be effective.

DEIR is inadequate in addressing information establishing the natural resources and
native species found in the Goleta Slough ecosystem so that AMP impacts on these
resources and species can be evaluated

Just as a Master Plan presents long-range ambitions for the Airport, so should resource
assessments present a broad view. The Master Plan should present information that allows
analyses of changes to natural resources occurring since previous Master Plans going back to the
early 1980s. This would allow reviewers and decision-makers the opportunity to assess the
effectiveness of mitigations executed in conjunction with previous Plans. If some mitigation
objectives were not met in the past, perhaps those are opportunities for actions associated with
this Plan. Only a large-scale, historic resource assessment can lead to a constructive
prioritization of resource recovery objectives for this AMP.

The resource assessments are inadequate.

Inadequacies in Goleta Slough resource characterizations occur at several levels:

1. The DEIR omits areas beyond the study area that are critical to understanding the
resources within the study area. Nearby areas, such as UCSB, the mouth of GS, Goleta
Beach, More Mesa, and creeks that feed GS, are all used by and affect native species
that also use GS. Although surveys in these areas might not be expected, bringing these
areas into the analysis should have been accomplished through literature review and
consultation.

2. Species accounts omit historical data and trends that would be useful to determine
impacts and appropriate design mitigations.

3. Minimal period for survey data collection (primarily Feb-March in 2012, a dry year).
Also, the consultants state that the survey protocols they used were not standard and
they relied on only 24 sites within a large area for wetland delineations.
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4. Restricted access to the study area. The DEIR p. C-19 states: “Dudek was able to access |

the perimeter of select airfield areas to characterize vegetation and wildlife habitat on a
broad scale. Therefore, these areas are included within the [Dudek] study area.” Itis
difficult to characterize whole areas through sampling at their peripheries.

5. Information in the “Existing Conditions Report” from 2013 prepared for the airport by
the Goleta Slough Management Committee was cited, but there was little or no
integration of information from the Goleta Slough Mouth Management Biological
Technical Report, the Goleta Slough Area Sea Level Rise and Management Plan,

CCBER archives, or appropriate local experts. —

6. Some species accounts are inaccurate and incomplete. The DEIR cites The Birds of Santa
Barbara County, California (Lehman 1994) for bird species accounts, but fails to draw
on new information that has been readily available through 2015. Updated versions are
found at (https://sites.google.com/site/lehmanboshc/).

7. The DEIR’s and Appendix C’s accounts of aquatic invertebrates and fish are riddled Wlth
errors, appropriate sources (e.g., NMFS, USFWS, and CDFW) were not consulted, and
important literature was not reviewed.

8. Difficult access protocols discourage legitimate access to the slough. This has been an
obstacle for many legitimate researchers over the years and is highlighted in the dEIR
p. C-19: * ... due to security concerns and additional trainings and authorizations,

Dudek did not obtain access to portions of the airfield”. _

9. Well in advance of the preparation of the AMP, individuals and the GSMC have urged
studies and monitoring programs for natural resources in GS, but such studies have not
been completed, although they would be essential for forecasting the effects of the

AMP. =

10. A critical omission is any presentation of the interactions among plants, animals, and
their abiotic environments in the GS ecosystem.

This last omission is important because the DEIR needs to recognize how these elements
contribute to a network that accounts for the complex relationships within GS. In addition, we
emphasize that any functioning estuary is composed of a mosaic of habitats that are used by
different, interacting species at different times, so a prescription for protecting a healthy GS
ecosystem entails protections or restoration of the varied habitats that were originally present.

The cumulative effect of all the constraints and omissions listed above contribute to a document
that does not satisfy minimum requirements for disclosure under CEQA. (In contrast, the first
Master Plan prepared for the Airport in the early 1980s provides an interesting assessment of the

richness of the resources of GS.) —

Biological Surveys are Inadequate

The DEIR acknowledges (App. C-19): “Surveys restricted to mid-Feb to mid-March, did not
coincide with the survey window for most special-status wildlife species or the blooming period
for special-status plant species occurring within the Airport. Therefore, for most species, the
combination of a literature review and a habitat analysis based on vegetation community
mapping is the best method for determining where special-status species occur within the
slough.”

SBAS suggests that the italicized wording be changed to read “ . . . is the remaining method
chosen ... ” Other options to portray the vertebrate species present would have been to make
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more comprehensive use of the Existing Conditions report prepared by the GSMC in 2013, use
the CCBER Field Note Archive, use recent studies commissioned by the Airport (e.g., the Goleta
Slough Mouth Management Biological Technical Report), and consult additional local experts.

Specific concerns in the Species Accounts

We have numerous concerns about the DEIR’s (including Appendices C and D) accounts of the
presence and status of native species and communities present in GS. As outlined above, the
accounts of aquatic species and communities are incomplete, inaccurate, or fragmentary, and the
DEIR would have benefited from additional consultation with appropriate experts. Additional
consultation with CDFW and NMFS personnel and documents would have improved the account
for the southern California steelhead.

Although the consultants refer to the URS reports on tidewater gobies, no maps of the past
distributions of this species are presented. Red-legged frogs have been recorded from Maria
Ygnacio and San Jose Creeks, and may be found in other streams draining into GS. There is little
or no analysis of the impacts of the AMP on these listed species, particularly the fish species.

Here, however, we concentrate primarily on bird species, given our expertise and the focus of
our organization.

White-tailed Kite. The protected status of this species by the County LCP is not mentioned.
The account errs in suggesting that the species has been rebounding since the 1990s. The
reference ‘Holmgren 2011’ does not indicate a rebound. Overall, we find fewer breeding pairs
since 1997, and almost no breeding success in drought periods. Although highly able to
recolonize following population declines, fewer kite pairs have been nesting in the GS Study
Area over the years (SBAS White-tailed Kite Watch Program). However, the DEIR also errs in
understating the importance of GS as habitat for the breeding population that remains. In non-
drought years, from 1 to 3 pairs of kites set up each winter in the GS Ecosystem with a show of
intent to breed. Adult kites use the diverse and connected habitats within GS at some time
during their breeding effort.

American Bittern. The account should add that ample habitat to support breeding exists in Area
J. For lack of survey effort, we do not know when or if the species occurs there, or elsewhere, in
GS. One could look at the hydrology of Area J and propose mitigations that might promote its
presence in that area.

Black-crowned Night-Heron formerly roosted along the southern edge of GS where oak
woodland dominated (Rett1941).

Burrowing Owl was formerly found on GS annually in winter. Certainly this species formerly
bred on the Slough, which should be stated in the account.

California Horned Lark: A locally rare species The DEIR account mentions that nesting
formerly occurred near Airport runways and taxiways. The account for this species does not
mention that the proposed Taxiway H encompasses areas formerly used by this species nor does
it mention that these areas represent the last remaining breeding sites for this species along the
South Coast. When biologists have specifically looked for this species, they have found it in GS.

For example, a UCSB team sighted 17-20 Horned Larks along Airport runways and taxiways on B
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30 June 1995 and documented and mapped three breeding events in a note set from that date (see |
the CCBER Field Note Archive). The team also salvaged a dead juvenile Horned Lark
apparently flattened by the tire of a small airplane. In this and previous airport documents,
Airport impacts on Horned Larks have not been assessed; no avoidance measures have been
proposed for grassland areas surrounding the runways and taxiways; and no mitigations to offset
impacts from projects, such as runway or taxiway extensions or wildlife control in these short
grassy areas have been discussed or proposed.

The DEIR fails to recognize the precarious status of this species and the importance of its
habitats near runways and taxiways. Although the species represents no threat to aircraft, aircraft
are a direct threat to this breeding population. The EIR should include discussion of threats to
this last local Horned Lark population and the nexus with the proposed Taxiway H.

California Least Tern account errs in not citing recent sources of data that show they nested at
Coal Oil Point Reserve in two recent years, fledging seven chicks in 2006. Their historical
nesting there and at Goleta Beach at least through the late 1930s is certain, not probable
(Seasonal Use of COPR Snowy Plovers.pdf in the CCBER Field Note Archive). The DEIR
states: “No suitable nesting habitat is present in the study area.” This statement is incorrect.
Suitable habitat exists at the GS mouth, but breeding does not due to intense use from human
activities.

Post-breeding use. We do not have sufficient information from GS to evaluate its use by

juveniles dependent upon adults in July and August when they migrate through this area. Likely
areas where this use almost certainly does occur is in the tidal channels of GS, because such
behavior is seen on the beach and in the estuary at COPR. —

Cooper's Hawks not only “have the potential to nest” in the study area, they have nested in the
oaks bordering UCSB and in the Eucalyptus and willows between Areas K and J. Individuals
from nesting sites just outside of the study area (More Mesa, Gas Plant Property) frequently
forage within the study area.

Double-crested Cormorant formerly and currently roost in trees along the Campus Lagoon and,
since ~2008, have nested at the Goleta Sough mouth. SBAS recorded 22 active nests in 2012
and as many as 60 nest structures in 2013.

Grasshopper Sparrows nest near the study area on More Mesa. Nesting has been documented
in several years, including 2015.

Great Blue Heron account misses entirely the relationship of GS to the nesting rookery at
Goleta Beach.

Great Egret SW Willow Flycatcher
Least Bittern Snowy Plover
Loggerhead Shrike Tricolored Blackbird
Northern Harrier Yellow Warbler
Peregrine Falcon Yellow-breasted Chat
Short-eared Owl Yellow-headed Blackbird

To limit the amount of space devoted to this response, we will not provide detailed information
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on these and other species. Instead, we urge City and Airport officials, and their consultants, to AUD26
consult additional documents and experts, as outlined above. cont'd

Mitigations are Inadequate

Without a clear, complete, and accurate inventory of the natural resources, including native
species and communities, present in GS, and a clear characterization of the natural processes AUD27
occurring in the Slough (sediment dynamics, hydrology, water quality), it is not possible to

determine the environmental impacts of the AMP. _

Even where mitigations are proposed, their descriptions are so vague as to defy a clear evaluation
of their effectiveness. As mentioned above, the proposed mitigations for SLR are very imprecise |[AUD28
and do not dovetail with existing information on SLR impacts. BMPs are either not or unclearly
defined, so an evaluation of their effectiveness is not possible. _

The DEIR needs additional analysis of the congruence of some AMP components, such as the
Taxiway H extension, with local, state, and federal policies, laws, and regulations, including but
not limited to the Coastal Act, SB LCP, updated GSEMP, CWA, ESA, and CESA. Althoughthe |aAuD29
DEIR states that the Taxiway H extension will be subjected to a project-specific environmental
analysis, it is part and parcel of the AMP and its impacts need to be thoroughly evaluated as part
of the AMP environmental impact analysis.

Further, the Programmatic Wetland Restoration Plan (PWRP) is key for evaluating the
effectiveness of mitigation efforts and is required for approval of the AMP, so should be
included in the EIR so that proposed mitigation efforts can be properly evaluated. Although the
DEIR identifies 30 acres within GS for on-site mitigation efforts, it is not clear if this will be AUD30
sufficient to mitigate habitat losses accruing from projects proposed in the AMP (e.g., 12.4 A
with the Taxiway H extension), particularly if Coastal Zone wetland mitigation ratios of 3 or 4 to
1 are used.

Finally, SBAS, with CDFW, is particularly concerned with the current perimeter fence, which
inhibits wildlife movement into and out of the Slough. The DEIR defers a decision on the
perimeter fence until a wildlife hazards analysis is completed but, because the fence is part of the |AUD31
Airport’s infrastructure, the DEIR should include at least the steps and timeline for completing

this hazards analysis, evaluating possible mitigation measures, soliciting public comments, and
effecting any changes. _

Conclusion

SBAS views the DEIR for the Airport Master Plan to be premature and inadequate. The AMP
does not provide a detailed analysis of the need for the proposed projects. The DEIR’s inventory
of natural resources is incomplete and inaccurate, possible mitigations are not or vaguely
described, and, as a consequence, environmental impacts cannot be assessed. Conclusions
regarding the AMP’s impacts (e.g., Class 1l for BIO 1 and 2 and HYD 1 and 2) are totally AUD32
unjustified.

SBAS recommends that the Airport Master Plan process be suspended until such time as the
airport honors the requirements of CEQA and the Coastal Act to provide adequate information
on which to make decisions.
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Sincerely,

g ———

v

Cherie Topper, Executive Director
Santa Barbara Audubon Society
Director@SantaBarbaraAudubon.org
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Response to Letter 10
Santa Barbara Audubon Society (AUD)
Dated October 30, 2015

AUD-1: This comment identifies the commenter’s mission and history with the Goleta Slough
Management Committee.

Response: Thank you for your comment.

AUD-2: This comment states that the Draft EIR does not establish the need for the projects
outlined in the document and uses outdated and incomplete information. It also states that
the new, expanded Airport was opened in 2011, has excess capacity, and that there has not
been quantitative forecasting of the need for terminal and parking lot expansions.

Response: The size and capacity of an airport is a function of its runway system, not its terminal
or other landside facilities. In this case, the Airport’s runway system has not been expanded, and
the primary runway has remained at a static 6,052 feet long since 1975. The draft Master Plan
contains extensive quantitative forecasting of future airport operations, which in turn, drive
future need for landside improvements such as terminal or parking lot expansions. However,
adoption of the Master Plan does not mean that these improvements will necessarily occur. They
will only move forward, if and when, demand has increased and funding is available. All Master
Plan projects will be subject to further environmental review and compliance under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and/or the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), as well
as all other applicable environmental laws and regulations.

AUD-3: This comment states that the Draft EIR does not analyze the effects of the proposed
expanded fuel farm or north side development on San Pedro Creek.

Response: Comment noted. The Recirculated Draft EIR includes discussion of potential indirect
impacts to nearby creeks in Section 4.2.5, Impact BIO-3.

AUD-4: This comment states that the Draft EIR is inadequate in the level of detail it provides in
analyzing impacts on the physical and chemical conditions in Goleta Slough.

Response: The current EIR effort is not meant to fully assess the impacts of individual projects,
but rather is a programmatic assessment of an airport planning document. As such, the survey
efforts undertaken in support of the Master Plan have identified the potential for biological or
hydrological impacts and have provided the framework for future mitigation efforts. As
identified in the CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(b)(4), one advantage of a program EIR is to
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“allow the Lead Agency to consider broad policy alternatives and program-wide mitigation
measures at an early time when the agency has greater flexibility to deal with basic problems or
cumulative impacts.” The Draft Environmental Impact Report explains in several places, including
the Executive Summary (ES3.0, Required Discretionary Actions and Other Agency Approvals), that
“Future projects recommended in the Master Plan would require discretionary approvals at the
time they are ready for implementation.” As discussed previously in response to comment AUD-
3, all Master Plan projects will be subject to further environmental review and compliance under
the NEPA and/CEQA, as well as all other applicable environmental laws and regulations.

AUD-5: This comment states that the Draft EIR does not include enough information from the
Final Goleta Slough Area Sea Level Rise and Management Plan.

Response: Based on recent CEQA case law, the Draft EIR inaccurately characterized flood hazards
resulting from global climate change as a project impact. Pursuant to California Building Industry
Association (CBIA) vs. Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) (2015), CEQA analysis
“is concerned with a project’s impact on the environment, rather than with the environment’s
impact on a project and its users or residents” (CBIA, 62 Cal. 4™ at 97). The sea level rise analysis
has been revised in the Recirculated Draft EIR (Section 4.5) and is retained for informational
purposes only. The proposed mitigation measures to address sea level rise remain as
recommended mitigation measures. The Goleta Slough Sea Level Rise and Management Plan
document was finalized following the preparation of the Draft EIR. In response to this and other
similar comments, it has been incorporated by reference into the Recirculated Draft EIR.

AUD-6: This comment states that the Master Plan should present information that allows
analyses of changes to natural resources occurring since previous Master Plans going back to
the early 1980s, allowing the assessment of the effectiveness of previous mitigations.

Response: The analysis requested in this comment is beyond the scope of this Master Plan and
EIR effort; however, much of what is requested has been included in the recently completed
Goleta Slough Sea Level Rise and Management Plan. In response to this and other similar
comments, it has been incorporated by reference into the Recirculated Draft EIR.

AUD-7: This comment states that the Draft EIR should include a larger study area than just the
Goleta Slough.

Response: The analysis requested in this comment is beyond the scope of this Master Plan and
EIR effort. Projects recommended in the Master Plan are located within the developed areas of
the Airport already covered by existing programs, such as the City of Santa Barbara’s SWMP and
an airport-specific SWPPP, which have been designed to protect Goleta Slough and its feeder
creeks.
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AUD-8: This comment states that the Draft EIR should include historical trends in the species
accounts to determine impacts and appropriate design mitigations.

Response: The analysis requested in this comment is beyond the scope of this Master Plan and
EIR effort. Impacts to at-risk species are monitored and regulated at a regional, statewide, and
nationwide level by resource agencies with the responsibility for monitoring species trends and
providing suitable mitigation.

AUD-9: This comment states that the resource assessment is inadequate due to the minimal
periods used for survey data collection.

Response: Additional project-specific surveys, which will be used for developing a detailed
mitigation program, will be required at the time that the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project moves
forward. This EIR is a programmatic EIR and is not intended to provide the level of detail
necessary to approve or evaluate specific impacts of any particular development project
recommended within the Master Plan. As such, a one-season survey is adequate to provide an
indication of when, and where, additional project-specific surveys will be necessary.

AUD-10: This comment states that resource assessments are inadequate due to restricted
access to the study area.

Response: See response to comment AUD-9. Additional project-specific surveys, which will be
used for developing a detailed mitigation program, will be required at the time that the Taxiway
H Airfield Safety Project moves forward. At that time, Airport staff will provide the escorts
necessary to allow access to the affected study areas. Most other recommended Master Plan
projects are located within the developed portions of the Airport and are not likely to need
detailed biological surveys.

AUD-11: This comment identifies other existing condition information that they feel should
have been integrated into the EIR resource assessments.

Response: The City of Santa Barbara feels that the amount of information provided in the EIR, in
conjunction with appropriate resource agency review and approval of the programmatic
mitigation, is adequate for City decision-makers to make an informed decision on adoption of the
Master Plan. It should be noted that the proposed Master Plan does not recommend project
development within the Goleta Slough. Rather, projects recommended in the Master Plan are
located within the developed areas of the Airport already covered by existing programs, such as
the City of Santa Barbara’s SWMP and an airport-specific SWPPP, which have been designed to
protect Goleta Slough and its feeder creeks.
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AUD-12: This comment states that some species accounts are inaccurate. See comments AUD-
18 through AUD - 25 for specific comments.

Response: See responses to comments AUD-18 through AUD-25.

AUD-13: This comment states that the Draft EIR and Appendix C’s accounts of aquatic
vertebrate and fish are inaccurate, and that appropriate sources and important literature was
not reviewed, but does not provide specifics.

Response: Without specific details regarding the alleged inaccuracies and important literature
that should have been reviewed, a detailed response cannot be provided. However, it should be
noted that the proposed Master Plan does not recommend project development within the
Goleta Slough or any aquatic habitats. Rather, projects recommended in the Master Plan are
located within the developed areas of the Airport already covered by existing programs, such as
the City of Santa Barbara’s SWMP and an airport-specific SWPPP, which have been designed to
protect Goleta Slough and its feeder creeks.

The recently completed Goleta Slough Sea Level Rise and Management Plan, which presumably
is an acceptable source of information to the Audubon Society, has been incorporated by
reference into the Recirculated Draft EIR. It contains additional information on both tidewater
gobies and the Goleta Slough steelhead population in Chapter 2, and has been summarized and
incorporated into the Recirculated Draft EIR discussion of tidewater gobies and steelhead within
Section 4.2.1.

AUD-14: This comment repeats that resource assessments are inadequate due to restricted
access to the Goleta Slough.

Response: The proposed Master Plan does not recommend project development within the
Goleta Slough. One project is proposed for an upland/transitional area within the existing airfield
for the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project. This area was surveyed and was included within the
biological study area.

AUD-15: This comment states that requests were made in advance of the preparation of the
Airport Master Plan for additional studies and monitoring with the Goleta Slough that were
not completed.

Response: The proposed Master Plan does not recommend project development within the

Goleta Slough. Rather, projects recommended in the Master Plan are located within the
developed areas of the Airport already covered by existing programs, such as the City of Santa
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Barbara’s SWMP and an airport-specific SWPPP, which have been designed to protect Goleta
Slough and its feeder creeks.

AUD-16: This comment states that the Draft EIR makes a critical omission in that there is not a
presentation of the interactions among plants, animals, and their abiotic environments in the
Goleta Slough ecosystem. This comment also maintains that the Draft EIR should protect and
restore the varied habitats that were originally present in the Slough.

Response: The proposed Master Plan does not recommend project development within the
Goleta Slough. Rather, projects recommended in the Master Plan are located within the
developed areas of the Airport already covered by existing programs, such as the City of Santa
Barbara’s SWMP and an airport-specific SWPPP, which have been designed to protect Goleta
Slough and its feeder creeks. The analysis requested in this comment is beyond the scope of this
Master Plan and EIR effort, which is to evaluate a 20-year facilities plan for an existing airport.

AUD-17: This comment repeats comments AUD-9 and AUD-11 regarding the timing and extent
of field surveys and the use of existing literature or local experts.

Response: See response to comment AUD-9 and AUD-11. Since most of the projects
recommended in the Master Plan are located within the developed areas of the Airport, the
survey efforts were focused on the infield areas that could be affected by the proposed Taxiway
H Airfield Safety Project. Additional project-specific surveys, which will be used for developing a
detailed mitigation program, will be required at the time that the Taxiway H Airfield Safety
Project moves forward.

AUD-18: This comment identifies concerns with the information and analysis provided in the
Draft EIR for Goleta Slough and its feeder creeks, specifically for southern California steelhead,
tidewater gobies, and California red-legged frogs.

Response: Since the Master Plan does not recommend project development within the Goleta
Slough or its feeder creeks, the EIR focuses on impacts related to those projects recommended
in the Master Plan. These projects are primarily located within the developed areas of the Airport
already covered by existing programs, such as the City of Santa Barbara’s SWMP and an airport-
specific SWPPP, which have been designed to protect Goleta Slough and its feeder creeks. In
response to this and other similar comments, however, the recently completed Goleta Slough
Sea Level Rise and Management Plan has been incorporated by reference into the Recirculated
Draft EIR. It contains additional information on both tidewater gobies and the Goleta Slough
steelhead population in Chapter 2, which has been summarized and incorporated into the
Recirculated Draft EIR discussion of tidewater gobies and steelhead within Section 4.2.1. The
Goleta Slough Sea Level Rise and Management Plan does not reference California red-legged
frogs.
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AUD-19: This comment states that the EIR should mention that the white-tailed kite receives
protection through the County of Santa Barbara LCP and that fewer kite pairs are nesting in the
Goleta Study Area. The comment maintains that the Draft EIR understates the importance of
the Goleta Slough as habitat for the breeding population remains.

Response: While the Airport acknowledges the use of Goleta Slough by white-tailed kites, the
Draft EIR assumes implementation of the Airport’s adopted Wildlife Hazard Management Plan
(WHMP), which requires hazing of bird species within the runway and taxiway safety areas. Itis
unreasonable to consider the proposed Taxiway H project site as suitable foraging habitat
because wildlife in this area are hazed by Airport Operations and Patrol Divisions as part of their
routine duties in compliance with the FAA Manual “Wildlife Hazard Management at Airports”
dated July 2005. Section 4.2.1 has been amended to include reference to these requirements.

It should also be noted in response to this comment that the Airport is not under the jurisdiction
of the County of Santa Barbara LCP, but rather, has its own local City LCP that is specific to the
Airport and Goleta Slough. However, the Draft EIR identifies the white-tailed kite as a State Fully
Protected species (Table 4D) and lists the Airport LCP Policy C-15, which provides protection to
all special-status wildlife species, in Table 4E.

AUD-20 through AUD-26: These comments provide specific information on avian species
located or previously located within the Goleta Slough environs.

Response: The City of Santa Barbara acknowledges the local expertise that the Santa Barbara
Audubon Society provides. This information is hereby incorporated into the Recirculated Draft
EIR. However, while the Airport acknowledges the use of Goleta Slough by numerous avian
species, the Draft EIR assumes implementation of the Airport’s adopted WHMP, which requires
hazing of bird species within the runway and taxiway safety areas. See response to comment
AUD-19.

AUD-27: This comment states that the environmental impacts of the Airport Master Plan
cannot be determined without a complete inventory of the natural resources in the Goleta
Slough and a characterization of its natural processes.

Response: The City disagrees with this comment. Since the Master Plan does not recommend
project development within the Goleta Slough or its feeder creeks, the EIR focuses on impacts
related to those projects recommended in the Master Plan. These projects are primarily located
within the developed areas of the Airport already covered by existing programs, such as the City
of Santa Barbara’s SWMP and an airport-specific SWPPP, which have been designed to protect
Goleta Slough and its feeder creeks. In response to this and other similar comments, however,
the recently completed Goleta Slough Sea Level Rise and Management Plan, which provides a

City of Santa Barbara A-95 Final Program EIR



more comprehensive discussion of the Slough’s resources, has been incorporated by reference
into the Recirculated Draft EIR.

AUD-28: This comments objects to the programmatic level of the mitigation provided in the
Draft EIR. It specifically identifies the mitigation for sea level rise.

Response: As discussed previously in response to comment AUD-3, the current EIR effort is not
meant to fully assess the impacts of individual projects, but rather is a programmatic assessment
of an airport planning document. As identified in the CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(b)(4), one
advantage of a program EIR is to “allow the Lead Agency to consider broad policy alternatives
and program-wide mitigation measures at an early time when the agency has greater flexibility
to deal with basic problems or cumulative impacts.” The Draft Environmental Impact Report
explains in several places, including the Executive Summary (ES3.0, Required Discretionary
Actions and Other Agency Approvals), that “Future projects recommended in the Master Plan
would require discretionary approvals at the time they are ready for implementation.” As
discussed previously in response to comment AUD-3, all Master Plan projects will be subject to
further environmental review and compliance under NEPA and/or CEQA, as well as all other
applicable environmental laws and regulations.

Specifically, in regards to sea level rise, based on recent CEQA case law, the Draft EIR inaccurately
characterized flood hazards resulting from global climate change as a project impact. Pursuant
to California Building Industry Association (CBIA) vs. Bay Area Air Quality Management District
(BAAQMD) (2015), CEQA analysis “is concerned with a project’s impact on the environment,
rather than with the environment’s impact on a project and its users or residents” (CBIA, 62 Cal.
4t at 97). The sea level rise analysis has been revised in the Recirculated Draft EIR (Section 4.5),
and is retained for informational purposes only. The proposed mitigation measures to address
sea level rise remain as recommended mitigation measures.

AUD-29: This comment states that the Draft EIR needs to address the consistency of proposed
individual projects with local, state, and federal policies, laws, and regulations.

Response: The Draft EIR contains policy analysis for resource analysis at a programmatic level.
Additional policy analysis will be required as part of the permitting process for individual projects.

AUD-30: This comment states that the Programmatic Wetland Restoration Plan should be
include in the Draft EIR.

Response: The Programmatic Wetland Restoration Plan is included in the Draft EIR in Section
4.2.7, BIO/mm-1, and includes the information presented in Table 4G and Exhibit 4D. It has been
revised to include comments from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife within the
Recirculated Draft EIR.
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AUD-31: This comment states that the commenter views the Draft EIR as inadequate because
it does not provide a detailed analysis of the need for the proposed projects, that the natural
resources inventory is incomplete, and that possible mitigation is too vague.

Response: Please see responses to all previous comments within this letter as this comment is a
summary statement of the individual points made previously.
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LETTER 11

GOLETA SLOUGH

Management Commillee

i > Established 1991,

Santa Barbara County, CA

October 30, 2015

City of Santa Barbara Planning Division
c/o Andrew Bermond, Project Planner
630 Garden Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

RE: Comments on Draft Airport Master Plan Environmental Impact Report

The Goleta Slough Management Committee (GSMC) was established in 1991 and since then has worked |
cooperatively with regulatory agencies, property owners and public interest groups to provide for a healthy
Goleta Slough Ecosystem. We define the “Ecosystem” as 2,250 acres of wetlands, creeks, buffer areas
and adjacent developed land that acts as one ecosystem, regardless of jurisdiction (see
www.goletaslough.org). GSMC continues to identify and resolve issues related to the management of the
Goleta Slough Ecosystem Management Area, particularly the Goleta Slough Ecological Reserve that is
largely located on Airport property where some of the Airport Master Plan projects and mitigation
measures are proposed. We appreciate the opportunity to offer comments on the Draft Airport Master
Plan Environmental Impact Report.

GSMC1

General Comments
1. Level of Analysis - The Airport Master Plan (AMP) will involve environmental impacts associated

with construction, Airport operations, and increases in impervious surfaces within the Goleta
Slough Ecological Reserve. However, most of the analysis of potential AMP impacts is deferred to
when projects are designed. The EIR needs to address, as quantitatively as possible, the impacts | gspmc2
of proposed projects on habitats (including sensitive species of plants and animals), storm water
runoff and hydrological routing, the transport and deposition of sediment in Goleta Slough and
water quality. Without additional information and analysis, we do not believe the report’s
assessment of less-than-significant impacts on sensitive species, migratory corridors, runoff, water
quality and stream channels is warranted. —

2. Approvals and timeline — The DEIR is unclear as to which projects are included in the Master
Plan. Itis not clear if Taxiway H, for example, is part of the AMP approval process or not. This is
important as the taxiway is proposed to extend into the Goleta Slough Reserve (GSR) Zone, the GSMC3
corresponding Goleta Slough Natural Reserve area in the Local Coastal Plan (LCP)/General Plan
and the Goleta Slough Ecological Reserve (GSER) managed by the California Department of Fish
and Wildlife. —

Section 2.4 of the DEIR says the LCP conformance analysis needs to be done before AMP
adoption. Clearly, if Taxiway H is included in the AMP, a GSR zone change and LCP/GP GSMC4
Amendment would be necessary. Basically, the Draft AMP could not be found to be consistent
with the LCP/GP unless the LCP and General Plan are amended. On p. 2-8 the DEIR says —
“consultation” with CDFW would be required to see if an amendment to GSER is required. Given
that the taxiway is proposed to extend into the GSER, an amendment to the GSER boundary GSMC5
would likely be required. To help illustrate this, it would be extremely helpful to include an exhibit,
particularly of the proposed Taxiway H extension, that shows the extent of the GSR Zone, Goleta
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Slough Natural Reserve area and GSER boundary relative to the taxiway, runway and safety
areas.

Therefore, in order to approve the AMP and find it consistent with the LCP and General Plan,
those two policy documents would need to be amended at the same time. This does not seem to
be what the DEIR assumes. In fact, the DEIR says that LCP conformity will be done in the future
when the taxiway project is designed (tentatively in FY 2017-18). Either the taxiway and some
other projects are part of the AMP and are analyzed in this document or they are not part of it.
Regardless, as this is a programmatic EIR, the document needs to be very clear that those
subsequent projects are not “approved” as part of the AMP process and additional project-specific
review will occur in the future before a decision is reached on individual projects.

Role of GSMC and the Goleta Slough Area Sea Level Rise and Management Plan — Another
general comment is the lack of clarity about the role of the Goleta Slough Management Committee
in the overall process. We are an advisory group that has a long history of helping to develop
solutions that allow for reasonable development while providing for the best mitigation possible.
We believe we should be involved in the development and implementation of the AMP. Also, we
have just completed the Goleta Slough Area Sea Level Rise and Management Plan yet there is

little mention of this plan nor use of its data and analyses in the DEIR.

Specific Comments

4,

Justification of need for projects and associated impacts — While the Draft Airport Master
Plan goes into some detail as to why the number of operations and enplanements are expected
to increase and how the AMP provides for increased safety and efficiency, it is not detailed in
the DEIR to any degree. There is almost no analysis presented of how the projects proposed
in the plan will contribute to efficiency or safety. Further, analyses of the environmental and
safety impacts of these projects are incomplete and superficial. —

For example, the AMP proposes to move the current maintenance yard to the northeastern part
of the Airport property, near the proposed FBO lease parcels, the fuel farms, and the proposed
Airport Administration offices. Although it is laudable that the maintenance yard is being moved
from its current location next to Carneros Creek, the plan could be improved by proposing the
removal of all structures west of the current maintenance yard which would also provide more
area for wetland mitigation (see #6 below re biological mitigation). Further, the proposed
maintenance yard and FOB/lease parcels are near San Pedro Creek, but there are no analyses
in the DEIR that address plan impacts on San Pedro Creek or its riparian zone. Finally, the —
plan proposes to expand the fuel farm(s) along Hollister Avenue, but there is little analysis of
safety concerns connected with an expanded fuel farm in a floodway near two major streets
(Hollister Avenue, South Fairview Avenue). —

Biological analysis — The assessments of projects proposed in the AMP on biological
resources are based on very limited and outdated information and analysis, and conclusions of
Class Il impacts are not warranted. The overarching problem with the DEIR's Bio section is
that it minimizes resource assessments at several levels:

*  Minimal survey time in data collection (February-March 2012 only); —
e Cites Goleta Beach and the Slough mouth as being outside the study area, yet these
areas have been included in the preparation of other sections of the DEIR. This is
particularly important relating to sea level rise, flooding, and impacts on certain

species, e.g., Great Egrets, Tidewater gobies and Steelhead,;

"1 GSMC5
_|contd

GSMC6

GSMC7

GSMC8

GSMC9

GSMC10

GSMC11

GSMC12

. Omission of historical data, trends and current studies and data that would be useful in :| GSMC13

2
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determining impacts and mitigation; and GSMC13
*  Minimized discussion of the interactions between plants, animal sand abiotic aspects contd
of the Ecosystem. —

The data used to assess the biological impacts of the plan’s projects were based, to some
degree, on surveys conducted in February and March in a dry year (2012). Surveys conducted
at one time of year in a particularly dry year (precipitation in 2012 was approximately 57% of
the average) will not be effective in inventorying the full range of species and the distribution of
habitats present in Goleta Slough. It is well known that wetland delineations vary greatly from GSMC14
year-to-year, based on rainfall patterns, and wetland areas are likely to expand in wet years.
Further, inventories of both plants and birds will vary with the seasons, so conducting surveys
in only one season does not provide information adequate to list the species present, the extent
of different habitat types, or the plan’s impacts on these species or habitats (Appendices C and
D). The consultants also admit that surveys were not based on standard guidelines or
protocols, casting doubt on their accuracy and completeness.

Moreover, the biological analyses should have included a much more comprehensive analysis
of impacts on the species and habitats present in Goleta Slough, rather than a cursory analysis GSMC15
on primarily sensitive species. There was a particular dearth of analysis on aquatic species
and the impacts of the AMP on these. California horned lark, a locally rare species, is said to
formerly nest to the north of Runway 7-25 where the extension of Taxiway H is proposed. In GSMC16
fact, horned larks have been seen there for many years and one cannot assume they have

been extirpated from this system. —

Although the consultants that developed the biological analysis (Appendices C and D)
attempted to make up for these shortcomings by consulting the literature and experts, they
missed much information that became available from 2013 to 2015 (e.g., inventories in the
GSEMP and the 2012 Existing Conditions and Monitoring Report, the recent Goleta Slough
Area Sea Level Rise and Management Plan, aquatic biota surveys by USGS and UCSB
personnel, CCBER archives, etc.) and didn’t consult directly with some Goleta Slough experts GSMC17
(e.g., Mark Holmgren and the Santa Barbara Audubon Society, estuarine ecologists at UCSB

like Kevin Lafferty). The consultants also did not refer to the draft Goleta Slough Mouth
Management Biological Technical Report. Furthermore, records of steelhead in Goleta Slough
streams (including San Pedro, San Jose, Maria Ygnacio, and Atascadero Creeks) are included

in reports and observations by NMFS and CDFW personnel, so certainly have a status that is
stronger than “anecdotal”. It is clear that the DEIR did not have the most up-to-date information
available and that information needs to be provided and analyzed before the EIR can be

certified as “accurate and complete.” -

Finally, in section 4.2.7, Mitigation measures (2nd paragraph) say, “No net loss of wetlands can
occur as a result of the proposed AMP for its impacts to jurisdictional wetlands to be fully

mitigated.” The DEIR should be analyzing more than just jurisdictional wetlands. We're also GSMC18
concerned about Environmentally Sensitive Habitats and impacts to the GSER and GSR zoned
areas.

6. Biological mitigation — We are concerned that the 12.4 acres of habitat designated ESH and
located within the GSER is only proposed to be mitigated at a 2:1 basis (see BIO-1). The
document shows that 29.8 acres of mitigation area is available, but what happens if that is not
found to be adequate? Typical wetland impact mitigation in the Coastal Zone is at least 3:1 if
not 4:1, therefore this would not be sufficient mitigation to reduce the impact to less-than-
significant or Class II.

GSMC19
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Our biggest concern about the biological mitigation for Impact BIO-1 is that it is deferred to a
future biological mitigation study. Without knowing more about the required mitigation ratio

(i.e., 2:1 to 4:1), appropriateness of the area available for mitigation, likely monitoring
requirements and terms, how can a conclusion be drawn that the impact is mitigated to a level

of insignificance? —

GSMC20

The document is also vague in terms of impact to and mitigation for special status species such | GsMC21
as Goldfields, Tidewater gobies, steelhead trout, etc.

In Bio/mm-2, the DEIR states that applying all applicable policies of LCP will be required (in the
future) and that reduces the impact to Class Il. Future analysis of policies does not equal “full GSMC22
mitigation” as the document states on p. 4-34.

Result Bio-2 (p. 4-35) states, “As long as potential project-specific impacts to Slough are
adequately mitigated, cumulative impacts would be as well.” That is not necessarily true per
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15130 that requires the
consideration of cumulative impacts within an EIR when a project’s incremental effect is GSMC23
cumulatively considerable. Cumulatively considerable means that “the incremental effects of an
individual project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects,

the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.” The

cumulative analysis has not been adequately done in the DEIR. —

Finally, the EIR also should examine the plan’s congruence with sections of the California
Coastal Act and Local Coastal Plan dealing with development adjacent to Environmentally
Sensitive Habitats (ESHs) and ESH buffers (e.g., Coastal Act Section 30240, LCP policies C4 GSMC24
and 15). Saying that this will be done in the future does not constitute policy conformity nor
mitigation.

7. Overall impacts of on the hydrology, geomorphology, and water quality of Goleta Slough

While some removal of paving is proposed, the net effect will be more impervious surfaces on
Airport property and, in turn, effects on runoff and the routing and quality of water. Further,
particularly during construction phases, projects could affect erosion and sedimentation in the GSM(C25
Goleta Slough. Although some of these areas already have been paved, the proposed plan
would alter the distribution, and increase (by approximately 5 acres) the overall amount of
impervious surfaces in the Airport area. _

The DEIR is silent on whether concrete pads underlying removed structures will be removed
and vegetation restored. It would be beneficial to include a map of current and proposed
impervious surfaces in the AMP area. Further, contaminants (e.g., metals and organic carbon —
compounds) often accumulate on impervious surfaces and increased human activity in the
AMP area would also increase contaminant inputs to the Slough. Changes in the distribution
and amounts of impervious surfaces will likely affect the amounts, routing, and quality of water,
with possible repercussions on the hydrology, geomorphology, and water quality of Goleta
Slough. The hydrology, geomorphology, substratum characteristics, and water quality (e.qg.,
temperature, dissolved oxygen, nutrient, pathogen, and contaminant levels) of Goleta Slough,
in turn, have a large effect on the distribution and abundance of plants and animals in the
Slough.

GSMC26

GSMC27

The DEIR recognizes these potential impacts but states that they could be mitigated to Class Il
through conformance to City policies and best management practices (BMPs), with oversight
from regulatory agencies. However, the DEIR cannot really draw such conclusions without an

4
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analysis of how the proposed projects in the plan will affect the hydrology, sediment dynamics,
geomorphology, and water quality of Slough. The Goleta Slough Area SLR and Management

Plan gives highest priority to such analyses so that management decisions can be informed by
rigorous environmental information. Further, the DEIR does not include a discussion of which

BMPs will be employed, so the effectiveness of ill-defined BMPs cannot be evaluated.

GSMC27

The implications for many regulatory requirements, such as SWPPPs, 401 certifications, 404 cont'd

permits, 303d impaired water bodies and Coastal Act provisions are numerous, but the DEIR’s
analysis of hydrological, sediment, geomorphological, and hydrochemical impacts is woefully
inadequate. In some cases, the DEIR states that effects of specific projects, such as the
Taxiway H extension, will be subjected to a detailed project-specific environmental analysis
later. However, assuming the AMP includes all the proposed projects, including the Taxiway H
extension, its DEIR needs to analyze the environmental effects of the AMP’s components.
Deferring analyses to future project-specific EIRs simply “kicks the can down the road”, not
allowing a clear assessment of the impacts nor feasibility of the plan itself. Similar —
considerations apply to the Programmatic Wetland Restoration Plan (PWRP), which should GSMC28
have been developed and included in the DEIR, since approval of the AMP will require the
PWRP anyway. -

8. Sea Level Rise — The document does not seem to consider, to any degree, the potential
effects of climate change and sea level rise. Impact and Result Hyd-2 (p. 4-73) state “the
extent to which new Airport facilities within the floodway...areas would impede or redirect flood
flows cannot be determined until the design ...is known and has been evaluated.” This impact |GSMC29
is found to be less-than-significant or Class Ill. While the details aren’t known, some basic
assumptions can be made about changes to flood flows associated with a project and
considering sea level rise, and an educated conclusion can be drawn. The DEIR doesn’t
provide enough information to justify the Class Il finding.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this Draft EIR. We look forward to working with you in
the future on this important plan and environmental document.

Sincerely,
Pat Saley for the
Goleta Slough Management Committeea
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Response to Letter 11
Goleta Slough Management Committee (GSMC)
Dated October 30, 2015

GSMC-1: This comment explains who the Goleta Slough Management Committee is and what
their purpose is.

Response: Thank you for your comments.

GSMC-2: This comment states that the Airport Master Plan will involve impacts within the
Goleta Slough Ecological Reserve (GSER) and the EIR does not contain enough quantitative
analysis to warrant a less-than-significant assessment of such impacts.

Response: The current Environmental Impact Report (EIR) effort is not meant to fully assess the
impacts of individual projects, but rather is a programmatic assessment of an airport planning
document. As such, the survey efforts undertaken in support of the Master Plan have identified
the potential for biological or hydrological impacts and have provided the framework for future
mitigation efforts. As identified in the CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(b)(4), one advantage of a
program EIR is to “allow the Lead Agency to consider broad policy alternatives and program-wide
mitigation measures at an early time when the agency has greater flexibility to deal with basic
problems or cumulative impacts.” The Draft EIR explains in several places, including the Executive
Summary (ES3.0, Required Discretionary Actions and Other Agency Approvals), that “Future
projects recommended in the Master Plan would require discretionary approvals at the time they
are ready for implementation.” All Master Plan projects will be subject to further environmental
review and compliance under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and/or the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), as well as all other applicable environmental laws and
regulations.

It should also be noted that the Airport implements both the City of Santa Barbara’s Storm Water
Management Plan (SWMP) and an airport-specific storm water pollution prevention plan
(SWPPP), approved by the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). All
future north side development will be subject to the provisions of the SWMP and permit
conditions from RWQCB, as applicable. These measures are adequate to allow a conclusion of
Less than Significant at the programmatic (or planning) level.

GSMC-3: This comment states that the Draft EIR is unclear which projects, for example, the
Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project, are included in the Airport Master Plan approval process.
Response: The Draft EIR explains in several places, including the Executive Summary (ES3.0,

Required Discretionary Actions and Other Agency Approvals), that “Future projects
recommended in the Master Plan would require discretionary approvals at the time they are
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ready for implementation. For example, the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project and the relocation
of the glideslope antenna, which are related projects proposed to be located within the City’s
Goleta Slough Reserve zone (G-S-R), would require the approval of a Coastal Development Permit
(CDP) as well as an LCP amendment/rezone and General Plan amendment. All actions would be
subject to future review by the City under CEQA; this programmatic EIR will be used to help
determine the appropriate subsequent CEQA review.” In fact, all Master Plan projects will be
subject to further environmental review and compliance under the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) and/or the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), as well as all other
environmental laws and regulations, whenever applicable.

GSMC-4: This comment states that the LCP policy conformance analysis needs to be done
before Airport Master Plan adoption and that if the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project is included
in the Master Plan, a Goleta Slough Reserve (G-S-R) zone change and a Local Coastal Plan
(LCP)/General Plan (GP) amendment will be necessary.

Response: Comment noted. The City of Santa Barbara will be required to formally adopt the
proposed Master Plan. Based on the preliminary LCP policy conformance analysis completed as
part of the Draft EIR, the City will also consider the initiation of an LCP/GP amendment and rezone
for the portion of a future Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project that would occur within the Goleta
Slough Reserve (G-S-R) zone. The Taxiway H project site is currently in the Airport Approach and
Operations Zone and the Goleta Slough Reserve Zone (A-A-O/G-S-R) in both the Airport Zoning
Ordinance and the Airport and Goleta Slough LCP. Taxiways are an expressly allowed use in the
A-A-O, and incidental airfield infrastructure is allowable and may be installed in the G-S-R. The
discussion of Impact LU-4 has been revised to state that the LCP and Airport Zoning Ordinance
shall be amended to change the A-A-O/G-S-R zone designation to A-A-O. The amendments and
rezone could also include revisions to existing A-F zone areas that may rezoned to G-S-R as a part
of the Taxiway H mitigation program. In addition, LU/mm-1 requires a detailed project-specific
impact analysis of the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project’s consistency with the G-S-R zone and
policies of the Airport’s LCP and California Coastal Act as part of the CDP and LCP amendment
process.

Finally, the City of Santa Barbara recognizes the California Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW) as a Responsible Agency under CEQA Guidelines §15386 as a Trustee Agency of resources
in the GSER. Section 4.7 of the Recirculated Draft EIR has been updated to include mitigation
measure LU/mm-3:

e LU/mm-3: The City of Santa Barbara and the CDFW shall amend the Cooperative
Agreement dated August 25, 1987 (as revised) for the maintenance and management
of the Goleta Slough to adjust the boundaries of the GSER to exclude the Taxiway H
Airfield Safety Project site and to include a site of similar habitat value at an area ratio
of 1:1 (i.e., if Taxiway H and associated actions removes 11 acres from the GSER, 11
acres would be added to the GSER from available Airport property adjacent to the
Slough). This mutually-accepted exchange shall be in addition to required biological
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mitigation. The Cooperative Agreement amendment shall be presented to the
California Fish and Game Commission.

GSMC-5: This comment requests that an exhibit be provided that shows the proposed Taxiway
H Airfield Safety Project, the extent of the G-S-R zone, the Goleta Slough Natural Reserve area,
and the GSER boundary relative to the taxiway, runway, and safety areas.

Response: Exhibit 4H of the Recirculated Draft EIR has been revised to show the proposed
Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project relative to the G-S-R zone.

GSMC-6: This comment restates comments GSMC-3 and GSMC-4.

Response: Refer to responses to comments GSMC-3 and GSMC-4.

GSMC-7: This comment states that there is a lack of clarity in the Draft EIR regarding the role
of the Goleta Slough Management Committee in the overall process and that they should have
been involved in the development and implementation of the Airport Master Plan. This
comment also states that little mention of the recently completed Goleta Slough Area Sea Level
Rise and Management Plan is provided within the Draft EIR.

Response: The Goleta Slough Management Committee is discussed in the Draft EIR in Sections
4.2.2 and 4.5.2 under the discussions of the Goleta Slough Ecosystem Management Plan and the
Goleta Slough Area Sea Level Rise and Management Plan, respectively. The Goleta Slough
Management Committee was also invited to serve on the Master Plan Advisory Committee (PAC)
(see attached letter dated November 10, 2011) and a representative from the Committee
attended several of the PAC meetings. The PAC met throughout the planning process to review
draft working papers on each of the Master Plan chapters, to receive information about
environmental concerns, and to discuss the various alternatives under consideration. The Goleta
Slough Management Committee was also given regular briefings regarding the status of the
Master Plan by an Airport staff member, who also serves on the Goleta Slough Management
Committee.

The Goleta Slough Sea Level Rise and Management Plan document was finalized subsequent to

the preparation of the Draft EIR. However, in response to this and other similar comments, it has
been incorporated by reference into the Recirculated Draft EIR.

GSMC-8: This comment states that information from the Airport Master Plan regrading
justification of need for recommended projects is not included within the Draft EIR.
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November 10, 2011

Patricia Saley, AICP

Goleta Slough Management Committee
693 Circle Drive

Santa Barbara, CA 93108

RE: SANTA BARBARA AIRPORT MASTER PLAN ADVISORY COMMITTEE INVITATION

Dear Ms. Saley:

The City of Santa Barbara is beginning the process of preparing an Airport Master Plan for the
Santa Barbara Airport. The Plan, which is being prepared by the airport consulting firm Coffman
Associates, will provide an updated long-term development program for the continued operation
of a safe, efficient, and environmentally sensitive airport facility.

The key to the success of a study of this nature is public input and participation. As a first step
in achieving this goal, an Airport Master Plan Advisory Committee (Advisory Committee) is
being formed to assist in providing objective evaluations and input. The Advisory Committee,
which is a non-voting body, will advise the consultant on the content and recommendations of
the Master Plan study through meetings and review of working papers. We respectfully extend
an invitation to you or your designated representative to serve on this important committee.
This will involve attending five committee meetings over the next 18 months, as well as
reviewing and commenting on the study material as it is prepared.

The first Advisory Committee meeting will be held on December 7, 2011, at 2:00 p.m. in the
Airport Department Conference Room, 601 Firestone Road, Santa Barbara. The purpose of the
meeting will be to discuss the Airport Master Plan process, the role of the Advisory Committee,
study materials, and specific issues that may need to be addressed during the development of
the Master Plan. Assistant Airport Director Hazel Johns will be the project manager for the
Master Plan process. Please notify Andrew Bermond, Project Planner at (805) 692-6032 or
ABermond@SantaBarbaraCA.qov as soon as possible to confirm your designee’s or your
participation on the Advisory Committee.

In the meantime, if you should have any questions about your role on the Advisory Committee
or about the Plan itself, please call either Hazel Johns or me at (805) 967-7111. We look

forward to your participation in this process.
Sincerely,

o z { l{,[C e

Karen Ramsdell”
Airport Director

Cc: Hazel Johns, Assistant Airport Director
Andrew Bermond, AICP, Project Planner
Jim Harris, Coffman Associates
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Response: Due to the amount of detailed information provided in the Master Plan regarding
aviation forecasting, demand/capacity analysis, and facility requirements necessary to meet
projected future growth at the Airport and Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) safety
standards, the entire Master Plan is incorporated by reference into the Draft EIR (as is allowed
by CEQA Guidelines §15150). The aviation forecasts are also summarized within Chapter Two of
the Draft EIR. The draft Master Plan contains extensive quantitative forecasting of future airport
operations, which in turn, drive future need for landside improvements. However, adoption of
the Master Plan does not mean that these improvements will necessarily occur. They will only
move forward, if and when, demand has increased and funding is available.

GSMC-9: This comment states that the recommended relocation of the current maintenance
yard to the northeastern part of the Airport would be improved by proposing the removal of
all structures west of the current yard to provide more area for wetland mitigation. Potential
impacts of the new yard and Fixed Base Operator parcels on San Pedro Creek and its riparian
zone are not addressed.

Response: Comment noted. The Recirculated Draft EIR includes discussion of potential indirect
impacts to nearby creeks in Section 4.2.5, Impact BIO-3.

GSMC-10: This comment states that little analysis of safety concerns related to the proposed
fuel farm expansion is included in the Draft EIR.

Response: As previously discussed in the response to comment GSMC-9, the Airport implements
both the City of Santa Barbara’s SWMP and an airport-specific SWPPP. All future fuel farm
development will be subject to the provisions of the SWMP and permit conditions from RWQCB,
as applicable. In addition, there are a myriad of existing regulations regarding all aspects of fuel
delivery, storage, and distribution, and the Airport implements of spill prevention control and
countermeasure (SPCC) plans. Thus, the potential increase in fuel storage was found to be Less
than Significant within the Initial Study and did not warrant further evaluation at the
programmatic level. See also the discussion contained in Impact G/HAZ-3 and Result G/HAZ-3 of
the Draft EIR, which reiterates the conclusions of the Initial Study.

These measures are adequate to allow a conclusion of Less than Significance at the programmatic
(or planning) level. All Master Plan projects will be subject to further environmental review and
compliance under NEPA and/or CEQA, as well as all other applicable environmental laws and
regulations. Thus, if a fuel farm expansion or other north side development goes forward,
project-specific analysis will be required at that time based on the project-specific details.

GSMC-11: This comment states that the Draft EIR’s biological section is based on minimal
survey time in data collection.
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Response: Additional project-specific surveys, which will be used for developing a detailed
mitigation program, will be required at the time that the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project moves
forward. This EIR is a programmatic EIR and is not intended to provide the level of detail
necessary to approve or evaluate specific impacts of any particular development project
recommended within the Master Plan. As such, a one-season survey is adequate to provide an
indication of when, and where, additional project-specific surveys will be necessary.

GSMC-12: This comment states that the Draft EIR’s biological study area excludes Goleta Beach
and the Slough mouth as being outside of the study area, even though they are important to
sea level rise, flooding, and impacts on species such as Great egrets, tidewater gobies, and
steelhead.

Response: Comment noted. The analysis requested in this comment is beyond the scope of this
Master Plan and EIR effort. Projects recommended in the Master Plan are located within the
developed areas of the Airport already covered by existing programs, such as the City of Santa
Barbara’s SWMP and an airport-specific SWPPP, which have been designed to protect Goleta
Slough and its feeder creeks, and areas downstream such as Goleta Beach and the Slough mouth.
See response to comment GSMC-28 for a discussion specific to sea level rise. In addition, the
recently completed Goleta Slough Sea Level Rise and Management Plan has been incorporated
by reference into the Recirculated Draft EIR. It contains additional information on both tidewater
gobies and the Goleta Slough steelhead population in Chapter 2, which has been summarized
and incorporated into the Recirculated Draft EIR discussion of tidewater gobies and steelhead
within Section 4.2.1.

GSMC-13: This comment states that the Draft EIR’s biological study area should include
historical data, trends and current studies to determine impacts and appropriate design
mitigations, and minimizes discussion of the interaction between plants, animals, and abiotic
aspects of the ecosystem.

Response: The analysis requested in this comment is beyond the scope of this Master Plan and
EIR effort. Impacts to at-risk species are monitored and regulated at a regional, statewide, and
nationwide level by resource agencies with the responsibility for monitoring species trends and
providing suitable mitigation. The City of Santa Barbara feels that the amount of information
provided in the EIR, in conjunction with appropriate resource agency review and approval of the
programmatic mitigation, is adequate for City decision-makers to make an informed decision on
adoption of the Master Plan. It should be noted that the proposed Master Plan does not
recommend project development within the Goleta Slough. Rather, projects recommended in
the Master Plan are located within the developed areas of the Airport already covered by existing
programs, such as the City of Santa Barbara’s SWMP and an airport-specific SWPPP, which have
been designed to protect Goleta Slough and its feeder creeks. One project is proposed for an
upland area within the existing airfield for the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project. This area was
surveyed and is within the biological study area.
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GSMC-14: This comment restates comment GSMC-11.

Response: See response to comment GSMC-11.

GSMC-15: This comment restates comments GSMC-12 and -13, and specifically mentions a lack
of analysis on aquatic species.

Response: See responses to comments GSMC-12 and -13. The proposed Master Plan does not
recommend project development within or adjacent to aquatic habitats associated with the
Goleta Slough or its feeder creeks. Rather, projects recommended in the Master Plan are located
within the developed areas of the Airport already covered by existing programs, such as the City
of Santa Barbara’s SWMP and an airport-specific SWPPP, which have been designed to protect
Goleta Slough and its feeder creeks. The Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project, if approved, will be
located approximately 250 feet from Carneros Creek at its closest point. This project will be
subject to further environmental review, as well as a CDP, and must follow all applicable LCP
policies (see BIO/mm-2).

GSMC-16: This comment states that California horned larks, a locally rare species, have been
seen north of Runway 7-25 in the location of the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project.

Response: The Draft EIR assumes implementation of the Airport’s adopted Wildlife Hazard
Management Plan (WHMP), which requires hazing of bird species within the Runway and Taxiway
Safety Areas. It is unreasonable to consider the proposed Taxiway H project site as a likely
foraging or nesting area for the California horned lark because wildlife in this area are hazed by
Airport Operations and Patrol Divisions as part of their routine duties in compliance with the FAA
Manual “Wildlife Hazard Management at Airports” dated July 2005.

However, the Recirculated Draft EIR (Section 4.2.1) has been amended to include a reference to
these FAA requirements. In addition, Section 4.2.7 of the Recirculated Draft EIR has been
amended to include the following mitigation measure to protect all nesting birds.

e BIO/mm-3: No construction shall occur during the avian breeding season (February 1-
September 1) unless a survey from qualified biologist with experience in conducting
breeding bird surveys finds that no bird breeding habitat exists within 300 feet of the
disturbance area (500 feet for raptors) or can state with certainty that such habitat does
not contain nesting birds. Project personnel, including contractors working on the site,
shall be instructed on the sensitivity of the area. Reductions in nest buffer distance may
be approved by the City’'s Community Development Department depending on the
avian species involved, ambient levels of human activity, screening vegetation, or other
factors.
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GSMC-17: This comment states that the biological existing conditions reports upon which the
Draft EIR are based missed information that became available between 2013 and 2015 and
didn’t consult directly with some Goleta Slough experts or the records of steelhead in Goleta
Slough streams that are included in reports and observations by resource agency personnel.

Response: The Airport Master Plan process began in 2011 and the biological inventories included
in the Draft EIR (Appendices C and D) were completed in 2012 as part of the Master Plan’s
Environmental Overview. However, all projects recommended in the Master Plan are located
within the developed areas of the Airport and are already covered by existing programs, such as
the City of Santa Barbara’s SWMP and an airport-specific SWPPP, which have been designed to
protect Goleta Slough and its feeder creeks. As mentioned in response to comment GSMC-15,
the proposed Master Plan does not recommend project development within or adjacent to
aquatic habitats associated with the Goleta Slough or its feeder creeks and is not expected to
have any adverse impacts to steelhead, or other aquatic species.

The City of Santa Barbara feels that the amount of information provided in the EIR, in conjunction
with appropriate resource agency review and approval of the programmatic mitigation, is
adequate for City decision-makers to make an informed decision on adoption of the Master Plan.
However, in response to this comment, additional information from the recently completed
Goleta Slough Sea Level Rise and Management Plan has been incorporated by reference into the
Recirculated Draft EIR. It contains additional information on both tidewater gobies and the
Goleta Slough steelhead population in Chapter 2, which has been summarized and incorporated
into the Recirculated Draft EIR discussion of tidewater gobies and steelhead within Section 4.2.1.

GSMC-18: This comment states that the Draft EIR should address, not just jurisdictional
wetlands, but impacts to Environmentally Sensitive Habitats and impacts to the Goleta Slough
Ecological Reserve and G-S-R zoned areas.

Response: The following discussion is included within the Draft EIR in Section 4.6.4 under Impact
LU-3. In response to this comment, this analysis has also been summarized in Section 4.2.5 of

the Recirculated Draft EIR under Regional (Cumulative) Impacts:

Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas

The majority of the airport improvements would be located in areas that are currently developed and
therefore have no potential to impact ESHAs. Airfield improvements would occur in areas mapped as
non-native annual brome grassland and dredge spoil or work areas, which are located immediately
adjacent to or in proximity to existing facilities, and therefore have a low potential to contain ESHA.
The location and design of the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project avoids sensitive vegetation
communities and provides maximum setbacks from adjacent resources associated with Carneros and
Tecolotito Creeks and Goleta Slough, specifically avoiding development encroachment near the scrub
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and wetland habitats occurring southwesterly of the existing airfield facilities (refer to Exhibit 4B). No
improvements would occur in habitat areas known to support special-status species.

Consistent with LCP policies addressing potential impacts to sensitive habitats and species, potential
indirect impacts to ESHA and special-status species would be identified and mitigated during project-
specific environmental review to ensure mitigation measures would be implemented to protect
sensitive habitat and species, and to ensure provisions of appropriate setbacks/buffers between
development and ESHA. These buffers are necessary to ensure adjacent land uses are developed and
maintained compatible with the continuance of habitat areas and to address potential short term
construction activity impacts that could inadvertently encroach into ESHA or occur during important
roosting, breeding, foraging, migrating and nesting periods for special-status species. Compliance with
the LCP’s ESHA protection policies and identified project-specific mitigation measures would ensure
that new development for the Master Plan would be implemented in a manner to protect ESHA and
sensitive status species.

See also response to comment GSMC-4. Section 4.7 of the Recirculated Draft EIR has been
updated to include mitigation measure LU/mm-3.

GSMC-19: This comment states that 12.4 acres of “habitat designated ESH and located within
the GESR is only proposed to be mitigated at a 2:1 basis, and that typical wetland impact
mitigation within the Coastal Zone is 3 or 4:1.

Response: This comment incorrectly characterizes the habitat that would be disturbed by the
proposed Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project within the GESR as ESH (i.e., environmentally sensitive
habitat). It is, in fact, disturbed upland, transitional, or remnant wetlands vegetated primarily
with annual grasses (see not only the Draft EIR, but comments CDFW-8 and -9 of the CDFW
letter). If additional mitigation for wetlands are needed as a result of future development at the
Airport, additional mitigation areas will be provided. However, at this time, the Programmatic
Wetland Restoration Program already developed in the Draft EIR (as revised by the CDFW and
included in the Recirculated Draft EIR) is considered sufficient to mitigate potential impacts of
Master Plan implementation.

GSMC-20: This comment states that the commenter is concerned about “deferred” biological
mitigation study.

Response: See response to comment GSMC-19. The Programmatic Wetland Restoration Plan is
included in the Draft EIR in Section 4.2.7, BIO/mm-1, and includes the information presented in
Table 4G and Exhibit 4D. It has been revised to include comments from the CDFW within the
Recirculated Draft EIR.

GSMC-21: This comment asks about mitigation for special-status species such as goldfields,
tidewater gobies, and steelhead trout.
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Response: Coulter’s goldfield is a locally rare plant that is found in the pickleweed and saltflats
of Goleta Slough. Tidewater gobies and steelhead trout are fish that require open water. There
is no development proposed by the Master Plan for these areas. As previously discussed, indirect
impacts of the developed portions of the Airport are subject to the requirements of existing
programs, such as the City of Santa Barbara’s SWMP and an airport-specific SWPPP, which have
been designed to protect Goleta Slough and its feeder creeks.

GSMC-22: This comment states that consistency with LCP policies will not necessarily reduce
impacts of specific projects to less than significant levels.

Response: Until project details of specific development proposals are known, project-specific
mitigation cannot be developed. Implementation of the Master Plan relies on existing and
proposed environmental programs and policies, which is appropriate mitigation at the planning
level.

GSMC-23: This comment identifies the following statement from the Draft EIR, “As long as
potential project-specific impacts to the Slough are adequately mitigated, cumulative impacts
would be as well” and argues that an adequate cumulative analysis has not been done.

Response: This comment takes the above statement and assesses its validity without appropriate
context. The context of the discussion is that there are no other future cumulative projects
proposed at the Airport that should be taken in conjunction with the proposed Master Plan. Itis
a 20-year planning document. Also, as previously discussed, indirect impacts of all past, present,
and future Airport projects within the developed portions of the Airport are subject to the
requirements of existing programs, such as the City of Santa Barbara’s SWMP and an airport-
specific SWPPP, which have been designed to protect Goleta Slough and its feeder creeks.

It is acknowledged, however, that there are other jurisdictions that could approve projects
affecting the Goleta Slough. Therefore, the Recirculated Draft EIR includes an expanded
discussion of these other approving agencies, including the City of Goleta, the County of Santa
Barbara, and the University of California, Santa Barbara, and their potential to cause cumulative
impacts to the Goleta Slough. See Section 4.2.5, Impact BIO-4.

GSMC-24: This comment states that the Draft EIR should examine the Airport Master Plan’s
“congruence” (i.e., consistency) with sections of the California Coastal Act and Local Coastal
Plan that deal with development adjacent to ESH and ESH buffers.

Response: This analysis was done as part of the Draft EIR. See Section 4.6.4 under Impact LU-3.
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GSMC-25: This comments identifies increases in impervious surfaces, surface water runoff, and
the routing and quality of runoff that could occur due to Airport Master Plan implementation,
including during the construction phases.

Response: Comment noted. The Draft EIR discusses the potential for these occurrences due to
Master Plan implementation and identifies the applicable airport-wide plans and programs
already in place (such as the City of Santa Barbara’s SWMP and an airport-specific SWPPP) to
prevent impacts to the Goleta Slough and its feeder creeks. During construction activities,
additional conditions will be required through the implementation of the General Construction
permit program of the Central Coast RWQCB.

GSMC-26: This comment asks whether concrete pads under underlying removed structures
will be removed and vegetation restored, and asks for a map of current and proposed
impervious surfaces within the Airport Master Plan area.

Response: In most cases, structures will be removed to create space for redevelopment. In these
situations, the underlying concrete pads will most likely be removed and a new foundation or
pavement put in its place. The Recommended Development Concept Map contained in Ex. 2B of
the Draft EIR shows areas where pavement is planned to be removed or installed, and where
existing buildings are planned to be removed and new buildings constructed. The exception to
this general situation is in the new FBO lease areas and areas designated for revenue support
since individual site plans will be part of each individual lease agreement.

Where historic buildings Nos. 248 and 249 or the existing maintenance yard are located within
the regulatory floodway, no new buildings will be constructed. For the relocated maintenance
yard, the analysis assumed that existing buildings will remain in place. If reused, the new uses
will be subject to the City’s Flood Plain Management Ordinance. If removed, impacts of specific
physical changes cannot be analyzed at a programmatic level, when there is no defined
development or redevelopment site plan to assess. Site-specific impacts of the recommended
Master Plan concept plan will be addressed in subsequent environmental studies.

GSMC-27: This comment maintains that increased human activity within the Airport Master
Plan area would also increase contaminant inputs to the Slough, as well as changes affecting
the amounts, routing, and quality of water. This in turn could affect the hydrology,
geomorphology, and water quality of the Goleta Slough. The comment acknowledges that
these issues are recognized in the Draft EIR, but questions the Draft EIR conclusion that
conformance to City policies and best management practices (BMPs), under oversight from
regulatory agencies, is enough to mitigate impacts to less than significant (Class Il) levels. The
comment states that project-specific analysis and details about which BMPs will be used is
required, and that deferring such analyses to future project-specific EIRs is not adequate.
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Response: The type of analysis that this comment recommends is not feasible at the planning
level, when project-specific details are not yet known. This comment is not recognizing the
programmatic nature of the current Draft EIR effort.

GSMC-28: This comment states that the Draft EIR should consider water quality issues in the
Programmatic Wetland Restoration Plan and that this plan should have been included in the
Draft EIR.

Response: The Programmatic Wetland Restoration Plan is included in the Draft EIR in Section
4.2.7, BIO/mm-1, and includes the information presented in Table 4G and Exhibit 4D. It has been
revised to include comments from the CDFW within the Recirculated Draft EIR. In addition,
Section 4.2.4 of the Recirculated Draft EIR has been revised to include discussion of indirect
impacts to creeks in proximity to the project study area. Water quality impacts to the Slough are
also addressed in Section 4.5, Hydrology and Water Quality of the Draft and Recirculated Draft
EIRs.

GSMC-29: This comment states that the Draft EIR does not consider, to any degree, the
potential effects of climate change and sea level rise, and that its Class lll, Less than Significant
finding is not justified.

Response: This comment is incorrect, as the Draft EIR identified potential future flooding related
to sea level rise at the Airport, as Class Il, Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation, not Class
lll. However, based on recent CEQA case law, the Draft EIR inaccurately characterized flood
hazards resulting from global climate change as a project impact. Pursuant to California Building
Industry Association (CBIA) vs. Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) (2015),
CEQA analysis “is concerned with a project’s impact on the environment, rather than with the
environment’s impact on a project and its users or residents” (CBIA, 62 Cal. 4" at 97). The sea
level rise analysis has been revised in the Recirculated Draft EIR (Sections 4.5.1 and 4.5.4, Result
HYD-2c), and is retained for informational purposes only. The proposed mitigation measures to
address sea level rise remain as recommended mitigation measures.
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CITY OF SANTA BARBARA
AIRPORT COMMISSION
MINUTES
September 16, 2015

CALL TO ORDER: The Meeting on Wednesday, September 16, 2015 was called to order at
6:05 p.m. in the Airport Administration Conference Room - 601 Firestone Road, Santa Barbara,
CA.

ROLL CALL
Airport Commissioners:  Bruce Miller, Craig Arcuri, Karen Kahn, and Kirk Martin

Staff: Hazel Johns, Airport Director
Tracy Lincoln, Airport Operations Manager
Andrew Bermond, Project Planner
Rebecca Fribley, Sr. Property Management Specialist
Myndi Hegeman, Airport Commission Secretary

Absent: Commissioners Carl Hopkins, Dolores Johnson, and Jim Wilson

PUBLIC COMMENT

1. No one wished to speak.

NOTICES

2. That on Thursday, September 10, 2015 at 5:30 p.m., the Airport Commission Secretary duly
posted this agenda on the bulletin board at Airport Administration.

ACTION: Presented

MINUTES
3. SUBJECT: MINUTES

RECOMMENDATION: That Airport Commission waive the reading and approve the
minutes of the meeting of Wednesday, August 19, 2015.

ACTION: Motion/Second for approval of the Minutes by Commissioners Kahn/Martin. Unanimous
voice vote (Absent Commissioners Hopkins, Johnson, and Wilson).

CONSENT CALENDAR

4. SUBJECT: LEASE AGREEMENT WITH CONDOR AIRCRAFT TECHNICAL SCHOOL

RECOMMENDATION: That Commission approve and authorize the Airport Director to
execute a month-to-month Lease Agreement with Condor Aircraft Technical School, a
California Corporation, for 560 square feet of office space, at 1407-A Norman Firestone Road,
at the Santa Barbara Airport, effective October 1, 2015, for a monthly rental of $577.
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SUBJECT: LEASE AGREEMENT WITH SWISS DESIGN CONSTRUCTION

RECOMMENDATION: That Commission approve and authorize the Airport Director to
execute a month-to-month Lease Agreement with Remo Schluep, a Sole Proprietorship, dba
Swiss Design Construction for 412 square feet of office and storage space, at 1407-A Norman
Firestone Road, at the Santa Barbara Airport, effective October 1, 2015, for a monthly rental of
$556, exclusive of utilities.

SUBJECT: PROPERTY MANAGEMENT REPORT — SEPTEMBER 2015

RECOMMENDATION: That Airport Commission receive the monthly Airport Property
Management Report from Rebecca Fribley, Sr. Property Management Specialist.

ACTION: Motion/Second for approval of the Consent Calendar by Commissioners Kahn/Arcuri.
Unanimous voice vote (Absent Commissioners Hopkins, Johnson, and Wilson).

LIAISON REPORTS

City of Santa Barbara Liaison Councilmember Frank Hotchkiss
City of Goleta Liaison Councilmember Michael T. Bennett

ACTION: Presented

ADMINISTRATIVE REPORTS

7.

SUBJECT:  AIRPORT PUBLIC ART POLICIES AND GUIDELINES

RECOMMENDATION: That Airport Commission approve the Santa Barbara Airport
Public Art Program Policies and Guidelines as presented.

ACTION: Presented by Hazel Johns, Airport Director. Motion/Second for approval of the Guidelines
by Commissioners Arcuri/Martin. Unanimous voice vote (Absent Commissioners Hopkins, Johnson,
and Wilson).

PUBLIC HEARINGS

8. SUBJECT: AIRPORT MASTER PLAN DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
RECOMMENDATION: That Airport Commission hold a public hearing to take public
comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Santa Barbara Airport Master
Plan.

ACTION: Presented by Andrew Bermond, Project Planner. Public comment received from Gordon

Feingold of Santa Barbara:

1. When Runway 7 was shifted to the west, a business jet overran the runway and
avoided a pit (creek) that had previously been there. Fatalities were avoided by
this safety project.

2. Taxiway H would also have a safety benefit. It should be a Class IV beneficial
impact. How is that considered in the EIR?
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DIRECTOR'S REPORT

9. A. Airport Operations
e Passenger Count
e Aircraft Operations
e Air Freight
B. Programs
1. Communications Program
2. Master Plan
3. Wildlife Hazard Assessment
C. Capital Projects
1. Airfield Electrical, Safety, and Fence Project
2. North General Aviation Ramp Replacement Project
D. Financial Summary
E. Safety, Enforcement and Protection
F. City Council / Airport Commission Actions

ACTION: Presented by Hazel Johns, Airport Director

ADJOURNMENT - 6:51 p.m. on order of Vice-Chair Miller.

Hazel Johns Myndi Hegeman
Airport Director Airport Commission Secretary
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Response to Oral Comment 1, Gordon Feingold (GF)
Airport Land Use Commission Hearing
September 16, 2015

GF-1: Discussed a previous runway overrun incident when the extension of Runway 7
prevented fatalities. Stated that the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project would also have a safety
benefit and should be listed as a Class IV, Beneficial Impact. Asked how this is considered in
the EIR.

Response: The safety aspects of the proposed Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project are characterized
as such within the project description of the Draft EIR (see Section 2.2.2, Recommended Airfield
Development) as well as throughout the environmental analysis. For example, see the discussion
in Section 4.2.4 under Impact BIO-1 and Result BIO-1, which discuss the applicability of Local
Coastal Plan policies to airfield safety projects. However, the Class IV, Beneficial Impact
classification mentioned in this comment is used to characterize potential environmental impacts
of a project, rather than the description of the project itself.
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City of Santa Barbara
Planning Division

PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES

OCTOBER 1, 2015

CALL TO ORDER:

Chair Campanelia called the meeting to order at 1:00 P.M.

I

IL.

ROLL CALL

Vice-Chair John P. Campanella, Commissioners Jay D. Higgins, Mike Jordan, Sheila Lodge,
and Deborah L. Schwartz.

Absent: Commissioners Addison Thompson and June Pujo

STAFF PRESENT:

Allison De Busk, Project Planner

N. Scott Vincent, Assistant City Attorney

Hazel Johns, Airport Director

Rob Dayton, Principal Transportation Planner
Andrew Bermond, AICP, Project Planner

Peter Brown, Mobility Coordinator

Julie Rodriguez, Planning Commission Secretary

_PRELIMINARY MATTERS:

A. Requests for continuances, withdrawals, postponements, or addition of ex-agenda
items.
None.

B. Announcements and appeals.
None.

C. Review, consideration and action on the following draft Planning Commission
Minutes and Resolutions:
1. September 3, 2015

MOTION: Jordan/Schwartz
Approve the minutes as corrected.
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Planning Commission Minutes
October 1, 2015
Page 2
This motion carried by the following vote:

Ayes: 5 Noes: 0 Abstain: 0. Absent: 2 (Pujo, Thompson)

D. Comments from members of the public pertaining to items not on this agenda.

Chair Campanella opened the public hearing at 1:01 P.M. and, with no one wishing
to speak, closed the hearing.

III. ENVIRONMENTAL HEARING:

ACTUAL TIME: 1:01 P.M.

AIRPORT MASTER PLAN DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
(EIR) HEARING

The purpose of this hearing was to take public comments on the Draft Environmental
Impact Report for the Draft Airport Master Plan.

The proposed Master Plan consists of:

o Airfield Recommendations: Extension of Taxiway H to the west, parallel to the main
instrument runway, restriping of existing paved areas, paving light lanes along
taxiway edges, and relocating entrances and exits from the taxiway system to comply
with Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) recommendations.

e North Landside Recommendations: Consolidation of general aviation operations to
facilitate two Fixed Base Operator (FBO) lease areas on the northeast portion of the
airfield to provide tenant and visiting private aircraft services and facilities, and
support facility changes including the relocation of the Airport Maintenance Yard.

e Terminal Area Recommendations: Construction of a new Long Term Parking Lot
south of the Airline Terminal to accommodate 1,315 new or relocated parking spaces,
expansion of the Airline Terminal, and relocation of the south-side FBO.

Due to the proximity of the Goleta Slough to certain proposed projects in the Master Plan, it
is likely that approval of a Local Coastal Program (LCP) amendment will be necessary for

some of the proposed actions. An LCP amendment will, therefore, be considered along with
the proposed actions, as appropriate.

The public review period began on August 31,2015. All comments on the Draft EIR must
be received by Friday, October 30, 2015.

Contact: Andrew Bermond, AICP, Project Planner
Email: ABermond@SantaBarbaraCA.gov Phone: (805) 564-5470, ext. 4549

Andrew Bermond, AICP, Project Planner, gave the Staff presentation.

Chair Campanella opened the public hearing at 1:20 P.M.
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Planning Commission Minutes
October 1, 2015

Page 3

IV.

The following people commented on the project: m
1.

Mathew Clint Orr, California Country Dance Foundation, encouraged incorporating
a regional dance hall auditorium at the intersection of Frederick Lopez and Hollister
Avenue into the Airport Master Plan. He described a dance hall that would look like
a barn and have plenty of parking. It would be used for dances and only serve beer or
wine, no hard alcohol. It would be a regional draw and would be run by the California _|
Country Dance Foundation.

Tom McGregor, Accurate Aviation, has been a tenant at the airport since 1984. He |
has heard that Atlantic Aviation will be knocked down for a parking lot. He is |McG1
concerned with the increasing traffic generated by the parking lot and development in _|
Goleta. Santa Barbara needs to deal with Goleta more on the issue of traffic. Santa ™|
Barbara Airport will not become the commercial airport that we think it will be.
Robert James Trimble, combat veteran, is concerned with bulldozing the hangar for a |
long-term parking lot on the south side of the Airline Terminal. As a veterar, he takes |RJT1
issue with the loss of the Marine Corps hangar and its history.

ORR1

McG2

Carl Hopkins, Airport Commission Chair, made himself available to answer any of the
Commission’s questions.

With no one else wishing to speak, the public hearing was closed at 1:26 P.M.

Commissioner’s Comments:

1.

Commissioner Jordan appreciates the great job that staff has done the last four to five
years and in identifying any impacts. He is happy to hear that there is only one Class
One impact and thinks the mitigation plans for the other impacts are on track.
Commissioner Schwartz commended Ms. Johns, Mr. Bermond and the consultant
team. The breadth and depth of issues are sufficiently laid out. Would like to see
more done to utilize the Airport and make it an economic resource. She suggested
adding flight-oriented attractions to the Airport for those that love flight and air and
space. She also suggested inclusion of a restaurant or mini-museum to the Airport.
Commissioner Campanella thanked staff for the work done on the Draft
Environmental Impact Report. It will serve as a foundation for future Airport projects.
You are well set up to accomplish the work programs identified in the EIR and the
EIR sets the foundation for making a case for overriding consideration in the future.

Chair Campanella called for a recess at 2:11 P.M. and reconvened the meeting at 2:18 P.M.

CONCEPT REVIEW:
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Planning Commission Minutes
October 1, 2015
Page 4

ACTUAL TIME: 2:18 P.M.

DISCLOSURE:

To avoid any actual or perceived conflict of interest, Commissioner Campanella disclosed
that he had represented the developer on the adjacent project to the north of 15 S. Hope

Avenue in the early 2000’s. He was compensated for that project until 2006 and has no further
financial interest in the developed project since then.

APPLICATION OF KEN MARSHALL, DUDEK, APPLICANT FOR JOHNMAN
HOLDING LLC, 15 S. HOPE AVENUE, APN 051-040-058, C-2/SD-2
(COMMERCIAL/“UPPER STATE STREET AREA” SPECIAL DISTRICT) ZONES,

GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION: COMMERCIAL/HIGH RESIDENTIAL
(MST2015-00010)

Proposal to demolish the existing 8,368 square-foot non-residential building and construct a
41,486 square-foot mixed-use development on a 33,910 square-foot lot. The project includes
592 net square feet of commercial floor area and 46 residential units (comprised of 11 studio
units, 32 one-bedroom units, and 3 two-bedroom units) totaling 36,125 square feet plus
ancillary space (lobby, office, storage, fitness room). The project would be developed as a
four-story building with an underground parking garage, and a detached two-story residential.
Parking would consist of 11 spaces at-grade and 40 spaces underground for a total of 51
parking spaces; 47 bicycle parking spaces are proposed. Vehicular access would be provided
from Hope Avenue, and a four-foot sidewalk dedication would be granted. Approximately
6,900 cubic yards of excavation is anticipated for the underground garage. The project
proposes a 45-foot setback from the top-of-bank of Arroyo Burro Creek to the first floor of
the development, with the second, third and fourth floors cantilevering out up to 15 feet

beyond that (closer to the creek). The project also includes creek restoration and more than
13,000 square feet of open space.

This is an Average Unit Size Density (AUD) Incentive Program Priority Housing

development with a proposed density of 60 dwelling units per acre and with an average unit
size of 785 square feet.

This project requires Planning Commission Conceptual Review because the lot size is more
than 15,000 square feet and the project is being proposed under the Average Unit-Size Density
(AUD) Incentive Program Priority Housing Overlay (SBMC §28.20.080).

The purpose of the concept review was to allow the Planning Commission and the public the
opportunity to review the proposed project design at a conceptual level and provide the
Applicant, Staff and the Architectural Board of Review with feedback and direction. The
opinions of the Planning Commission may change or there may be ordinance or policy
changes that could affect the project that would result in requests for project design changes.
No formal action on the development proposal was taken at the concept review, nor was
any determination made regarding environmental review of the proposed project. The

environmental review will be done prior to action on the project by the design review
board.

Contact: Allison DeBusk, Project Planner
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Email: ADeBusk@SantaBarbaraCA.gov Phone: (805) 564-5470, ext. 4552

Allison DeBusk, Project Planner, gave the Staff presentation.

Darren Embry, Director of Community Development at Faring Capital, gave the Applicant

presentation joined by Benjamin Anderson, R & A Architecture and Design. John
Cuykendall, Dudek, was also present.

Chair Campanella opened the public hearing at 2:55 P.M.

Wm. Howard Wittausch, Architectural Board of Review (ABR) Member, distributed to the
Commission seven points that the ABR made during their meeting held September 28, 2015.
He did clarify that the ABR opposed the panhandle units with a 4/3 straw poll. This does not
preclude use of panhandle units, but was more of a concern for the constraints of the site in
that area. The units may not be very livable as there are no openings on the west side possible.
The ABR asked that the Applicant study the tight space. The consensus of the ABR is that
this is a large project that is moving in the right direction and the ABR found it to be
compatible with Santa Barbara and the neighborhood in size, bulk and space. The ABR

appreciates that the Applicant has worked with the ABR, and they will continue to work on
the details.

With no one else wishing to speak, the public hearing was closed at 3:03 P.M.
Commissioner’s comments:

Commissioner Jordan:

o Thinks overall the project is good. The location is perfect because it is close to transit,
shopping, food, and services.

o The size bulk and scale is consistent with the surroundings and the neighborhood

e The architecture is interesting. Looking at the surrounding neighborhood, it shows
that you do not need to do the classic Santa Barbara architecture, and can use ‘fake’
Santa Barbara architecture.

e Likes the building’s articulation, but is not sure about the materials. Do not need to
walk far to see other uses of other types of materials.

o Likes that this project is in a location where any overflow parking will not have an
immediate negative consequence on other people. It forces the parking to work.

e Does not like having to make comments on hypothetical restoration projects where
the restoration is not even before the Commission.

e It is not the setback distance from the creek that is important, but what is within the
setback that is important. He does not like taking a leap of faith that the creek
restoration plan will be good when he is being asked to balance project impacts against
negative consequences.

e Need to get creek setback numbers correct. It must be a real setback. Cannot have
people standing on a patio within the 45-foot setback zone and call it a 45-foot creek
setback. There should be no improvements within the identified creek setback area.
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e Recognizes that there is an inherent conflict in our policy on orientation toward and
use and enjoyment of a watershed, versus protection. He errs on the side of protection
and would like to see that the area of habitat restoration be restricted from entry or
use.

e Concerned more with what is under the building cantilever. The party area is not
consistent with a restoration area.

¢ Reiterated that this is a great area to apply the AUD Program.

Commissioner Lodge:

This project provides the type of housing that was hoped with the AUD Program.
Agrees with Commissioner Jordan’s concerns on the setback and what happens in that
area. There is other open space where residents can have recreation.

The building cantilever seems excessive. She would prefer to see less of one.

There is a conflict between Creeks Division and the Upper State Street Guidelines that
encourage accessibility and pathways along creeks with wanting as little human
activity as possible to protect wildlife.

Agrees with Commissioner Jordan that creeks should be given priority, so she prefers
protection of the creek over use of the area.

The AUD program is experimental. If units are not really livable, the program will
fail. She appreciated that the livability of the studios is being looked at.

Skyline trees are very important, so she would like to see the Eucalyptus Citriadora
tree remain and encouraged its preservation.

Although this project is outside the El Pueblo Viejo (EPV) area, the ABR guidelines
identify distinctive Santa Barbara architecture, as does the Upper State Street Study.
This project does not say Santa Barbara architecture and is totally inappropriate. She
would like to see the building without the tile. Without the tile, it would have more

of an eastern Mediterranean cubistic look that does fit with Santa Barbara and would
be very abstract and much more timeless.

Commissioner Schwartz: She is very enthusiastic and excited about this AUD project.

City of Santa Barbara A-124

The location and number of units, however they are laid out, are appropriate.

The Land Use Element and Housing Element clearly lay out the policies and
implementation strategies that make this a perfect site for AUD. The project provides
the type of rental housing encouraged by the AUD.

ABR will ultimately decide design. She typically is open to a wide array of
architectural styles. There is an opportunity to slightly soften the design to blend in
with the adjacent building.

Upper State Street, and this block itself, looks and feels more commercial. It would
not be appropriate to mirror or duplicate a style that is required in EPV. There is still
a ways to go to soften this project. It has an urban feeling and look, which is
appropriate on Upper State Street, but looks too hard.

She does not have a problem with the coloring. It’s more the materials and the flatness
on Hope Avenue. Suggested working with ABR on softening the look.
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Strongly encourages reconsidering the need for the fitness room. It uses precious real
estate when there are other fitness options in close proximity. It is a rental project, so
the amenities don’t need to be as robust.

Comfortable with the proposed 45-foot creek setback. Protection of the creek area is
most important. A strong deterrent to use of the creek setback area is really important.
It will be important not to trample or utilize that area.

Understands the concept of special units on the pathway, but is not sure if they will
work. Wants to make sure that the area is not open to the public.

The Applicant has done an admirable and acceptable job in pulling the building
envelope back from the existing condominiums.

Agrees with Dudek, that the neighborhood is diverse and highly commercial. The
design is good, but this is a transitional site. This is an opportunity soften the design
and to express a transition from hardcore Santa Barbara traditional Spanish style
residential look to pure commercial.

Bicycle parking facility needs to be secured but not completely walled off so that you
do not know what is going on or what is placed behind the wall. There are many
examples in Colorado of bicycle parking areas that are open, yet secured.
Appreciates the respectfulness of an out-of area owner/developer and the project team.

Commissioner Higgins:

Supports the project. It is in a fantastic location and suited for the objectives of the
AUD Program.

Would like to know who will be renting these units. Are there area employers that
need housing.
Thinks the panhandle units will be successfully rented, even if they’re narrowed

slightly in order to address the path width. Need to widen the pathway to make it
more comfortable for walking to State Street businesses.

Foresees that there will be a lot more cars on Hope Avenue.

Ifit’s a choice between housing and creek setbacks, this is the area to favor the housing
because of its proximity to transit.

Project lines up well with most City policies. However, he does not think that USS

policy 2, building dimensions and spacing, applies here because it applies to properties
along State Street.

Commissioner Campanella:

City of Santa Barbara A-125

The applicant is utilizing the density well here. There are a mix of units that, by size
and orientation, can provide a broad rental range.

Applicant has done a good job in balancing the design with keeping costs down.
Plans show sensitivity with neighborhood architecture, buildings to the north, street
scene, and what could be developed to the south. The open area at the south of the
building will help the project blend in when the site to the south redevelops.

This is an overlay neighborhood, designated for potential mixed use development.
There are no historical resources in the area and no single family residences to
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complicate the compatibility component. La Cumbre Plaza is an opportunity site for
redevelopment so the area has significant potential for redevelopment.

e Smaller compacts units are being built, but still require the same size window.
Glazing will be a design challenge.

To assist Staff and the Applicant on consensus, the following straw polls were taken:

Straw Poll 1: 5/0 in support

Is the creek setback OK if it is increased to a 35-foot setback from the top of bank for habitat
protection purposes only and precluding human access?

Straw Poll 2: 5/0 in support
Is the creek orientation OK?

Straw Poll 3: 5/0 in support
Is the pedestrian path OK if slightly wider and has an interesting design?

Straw Poll: 5/0 in support
If the design is softened, is the project consistent with the Upper State Street Study?

Straw Poll 4: 5/0 in support
Is use of panhandle units OK?

Straw Poll S: 4/1 in support (Lodge)
Is the cantilever OK?

Commissioner Lodge would like to see the cantilever reduced.

Straw Poll 6: 4/1 in support (Lodge)
Is the project compatible with the neighborhood?

Commissioner Lodge does not think that the project, as designed, is compatible with the
neighborhood.

Straw Poll 7: 5/0 in support
Study retention of the Eucalyptus Citriadora tree.

Additional Comments:

. Commissioner Schwartz agrees with Commissioner Jordan and suggested that the
Housing Subcommittee work with Staff to define success criteria for the AUD.
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Chair Campanella called for a recess at 5:00 PM and reconvened the meeting at 5:05 P.M.
DISCUSSION ITEM

ACTUAL TIME: 5:05 P.M.

DRAFT 2015 BICYCLE MASTER PLAN

This meeting was held for the Planning Commission (PC) to receive and review the Draft
2015 Bicycle Master Plan (BMP) table of contents, goals and policies in advance of the joint
meeting with Transportation and Circulation Committee (TCC) scheduled for October 29,
where the entire draft document will be reviewed.

Contact: Rob Dayton, Principal Transportation Planner
Email: RDayton@SantaBarbaraCA.gov Phone: (805) 564-5390

Rob Dayton, Principal Transportation Planner, gave the Staff presentation, joined by Peter
Brown, Mobility Coordinator.

Chair Campanella opened the public hearing at 5:11 P.M.

1. Eve Sanford, Santa Barbara Bicycle Coalition, was pleased to see that the City is
incorporating goals into the Bicycle Master Plan and encourages the City to build
metrics into the goals for more effectiveness. Examples were provided.

2. Donn Longstreet was unable to stay and asked that his comments be read into the
record. He stated that a primary policy need for the BMP is an effective interface with
CalTrans to improve bicycle connections across State facilities like Highway 101. He

asked that staff notify the Council in a timely manner to allow for contact with State
agencies.

With no one else wishing to speak, the public hearing was closed at 5:16 P.M.
The Planning Commission was asked to comment on the following:

Goal 1: Safety for all Road Users.

. Commissioner Schwartz suggested that the BMP include measurable outcomes
associated with our goals, and include timelines.

. Commissioner Higgins noted that how much implementation will cost will be
important.

° Commissioner Campanella sees the need for the bicycle system to be more accessible

for visitors. Encourages the same concentration of effort be made for visitors, as is
being made for residents. Include families, too.

° Commissioners Jordan and Lodge asked that a paragraph be added to emphasize that
improving the safety of cyclists will benefit everyone: cyclists, pedestrians and
drivers. It needs to be something that someone in a car can support, not just a bike
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rider. They would like the BMP to indicate the myriad of benefits it has to offer all
road users, even those that don’t ride bicycles.

Commissioner Jordan suggested, once the BMP is adopted, having a working group
that goes beyond bicyclist enthusiasts in order to guide BMP implementation. It could
include someone from the Transportation and Circulation Committee (TCC), a
Planning Commissioner, a Downtown Parking Committee Member, etc. that becomes
a subset of TCC or another advisory group. The effort that is being put into this plan
needs a wider set of participants, not just bike supporters.

Scott Vincent, Assistant City Attorney, left the hearing at 5:30 P.M.

Goal 2: Closing the Gaps in the Network.

No comments were made.

Goal 3: Complete Streets & Multi-Modal Access.

Commissioners Higgins and Jordan questioned the ambiguity in Policy 3.3 that states
“other end-of-trip facilities” shall be required in private development. They asked
Staff to define the term and how the policy would be implemented.

Commissioner Higgins asked about Policy 3.5 and “equitable access” in relation to
residents on the Riviera.

Commissioner Jordan commented on the requirement for any new development to
have bicycle storage, yet bicycle parking may not be well-designed and there is no
way of knowing if storage areas are being used effectively. The Planning Commission
needs guidance on what type of bicycle storage is secure and guidelines for how to
incorporate appropriate bike parking for different types of new development. The
Commission needs specificity so that it knows what to approve in future projects.
Commissioner Schwartz felt that there were redundancies in the six policies under
Goal 3 and asked that Staff look into having policies consolidated.

Commissioner Schwartz wants to see collaboration and partnerships with other
sectors (private, non-profit) included in the BMP to encourage and support building
the BMP as a community-wide amenity.

Commissioner Schwartz encouraged having a package of multi-modal resources that
could be given to private development applicants to encourage development of bicycle
solutions. This would be part of strategic outreach and communication.
Commissioner Higgins asked that Staff look at Policy 3.3 and build in some flexibility
for the different types of development projects. Suggested researching what types of
commercial projects generate more bicycle demand, similar to a parking demand
study.

Commissioner Higgins asked staff to clarify the purpose of the policy geared to
promote Santa Barbara as a bicycle friendly community.

Commissioner Higgins suggested having bicycle racks/lockers at the Airport for
cyclists that use the airport.

Goal 4: Develop Santa Barbara Style Bicycle Infrastructure.

City of Santa Barbara A-128
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. No comments were made.

Table of Contents:

. Commissioner Jordan noted that Impact Analysis is his main concern, and that’s at
the very end. It is the least developed section so far. That section should clearly
reference back, by citation, to the impacts related to a goal or to the 20 projects that
you will list; not just generic impacts.

o Commissioner Lodge suggested that “How to Use this Document” be moved closer
to the front of the section “What is the Plan and why are we doing it?”

o Commissioner Schwartz asked for policy connectivity between the BMP and the
General Plan goals and policies that support the BMP.

o Commissioner Higgins stated that many more people are using smart phones over

reading printed documents and suggested that interactive web technology be used.

Mr. Dayton and Mr. Brown thanked the Commission and look forward to seeing the
Commission again at the Joint Planning Commission and Transportation and Circulation
Committee meeting on October 29, 2015.

V1. ADMINISTRATIVE AGENDA

ACTUAL TIME: 6:00 P.M.

A. Committee and Liaison Reports

1. Staff Hearing Officer Liaison Report

Commissioner Jordan reported on the Staff Hearing Officer meeting of
September 16, 2015. He will report on the September 30, 2015 meeting next

week.

2. Other Committee and Liaison Reports

a.

City of Santa Barbara

Commissioner Lodge reported on the Historic Landmarks Committee
meeting of September 23, 2015.

Commissioner Campanella reported on Architectural Board of
Review meeting of September 28, 2015.

Commissioner Campanella reported on the Sustainability Committee
meeting of September 24, 2015.

Commissioner Campanella reported on the Downtown Parking
Committee meeting of September 10, 2015.

Commissioner Campanella reported on attending a recent Housing
Subcommittee meeting,.

Commissioner Campanella reported on the Multi-Design Guidelines
Subcommittee meeting of September 29, 2015.
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VII. ADJOURNMENT

Chair Campanella adjourned the meeting at 6:10 P.M.

Submitted by,

-

Julie guez, Plamtlﬁjommission Secretary
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FEASIBILITY STUDY
521 Firestone Road, Goleta CA

Subject: Conversion of Said Structure into a Nonprofit Dance Hall (501.c3)

Recommendation: That Council authorize the Santa Barbara Airport Authority to lease
the property to The California Country Dance Foundation.

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

1.

5/20/14

Subject: Pertinent Facts
Recommendation: That Council read this stuff first; and yes, | plagiarized your agenda.

Subject property is a multi-level single story 8,695 square foot building approved July
8" 1981 as an executive flight terminal & food service facility. It became “The Elephant
Bar” circa 1982.

Said property is owned by The City of Santa Barbara via the Airport Authority, as are
the vacant lots immediately north of the intersection with Hollister.

Current status is as a vacant structure in need of minor repair, for lease by Radius
Commercial Realty - asking $1.80 per square foot; seeking a 5 to 10 year+ lease.

Subject: Location Assets
Recommendation: That council lease to a regional draw, think “Theme Park”

This location would appear to be ideal for a regional draw to establish roots in Santa
Barbara. It's close to several colleges; it's accessible by planes, trains, buses & bike
lanes. There is abundant parking available. The vacant lots could be incorporated into
a country music & dance “theme park” of sorts, which drive traffic to each other.

Subject: Location Liabilities
Recommendation: Think big; vote for something new & exciting.

As an isolated restaurant adjacent to Old Town Goleta thrift stores to the east &
industrial/office properties to the north, there is the impression that your run-of-the-mill
eatery will be marginally — if at all — profitable. The Elephant Bar vacated after 30 years
to seek greener pastures, thus the vacancy — and the question — what is the highest &
best use if not as a restaurant, and what steps are necessary for a conversion?

Airport Honky Tonk Feasibility Study Page 1
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PROPOSED USE
1. Recreational Facility

The primary function of The Airport Honky Tonk will be to provide habitat for all ages to
couples dance to country music. Line dancing will be encouraged (when called) too!
This project will be genre specific, however, with little or no hip hop, rhythm & blues,
ballroom, etc. Build your own ballet studio; funding will be from The California Country
Dance Foundation. Catered luncheons will be available for service organizations where
they may participate in our magnificent habitat with alternative dances, but afternoons &
evenings will be contemporary country exclusively. It's not meant to be “fair”.

2. Dance Classroom

Learning the 5 Basic Country Couples Dances should be an essential step in the lives
of all young (and old) males in Santa Barbara County. If we teach 10, the world will be
a better place. If we teach 10,000, we become the West Coast destination for dance.
That's right. Santa Barbara (Goleta) California becomes The west coast destination for
couples dance. | don’t know about you, but | think that’'s downright exciting.

A) The Two Step The two step is by far the most popular dance in The USA.
It is danced in every state every night to the most popular music in America -
Country music. All males 13+ should know these basic steps; sorry - girls are not
allowed to lead.

B) The Cowboy Cha-Cha This dance is the most fun & the most romantic.
Boys that have mastered the Cowboy Cha-Cha will be dance gods for the rest of
their life. | didn’t make that up. Ask the cowgirls.

C) The West Coast Swing Another popular dance with the ladies (aren’t they
all?). The gal struts back & forth on a “railroad track” while the guy leads & stays
outta their way. Guys - learn 6 or 7 basic moves and every female in the room
will ask YOU to dance. Consider yourself warned...

D) The East Coast Swing Also called the Free Style Swing, you can literally
throw gals between your legs, around your back & lift them to your shoulders if
you'd like. A bit cheerleader athletic in it's rowdiest form, but it is essential & the
chicks dig it once you get good enough to not drop em.

E) The Waltz | don't like the Waltz too much cuz of it's unusual 6 count beat,
but “Momma’s Don’t Let Your Babies Grow Up to Be Cowboys” by Willie Nelson
is a Waltz, so we must teach it to our youth forever. Rules are rules.

That's it. Nothin else but a Shottish or 2. One dance hall, 1 genre, very simple indeed.

5/20/14 Airport Honky Tonk Feasibility Study Page 2
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3. Live Music Venue

This is where | get really excited. We have live bands playing country tunes every night
after 8:00 pm. New bands, old bands, local ones, world famous ones, you don’t really
need to be a “country band”. Any group that can put together a 10 song country dance
set is invited. Think Los Lobos, Jack Johnson & Wilson Phillips for example... The cover
charge may be a tad higher if we have Brad Paisley in “the house”, but that's OK with
me. Provide habitat for live musicians to actually play & get paid well for their efforts to
help everybody learn to dance. What a thought — | absolutely love it. Teen bands play
before 8:00, adult bands (with beer & wine) in the evenings. Our day class rooms may
even teach guitar, drums, song writing & singing, so your kid could start a band & play
in front of their friends. Where else can they do THAT? Fun, Fun, Fun!

4. Non Profit Corporate Employer

Price to the public should be low, employment opportunities should be $15+ per hour
There shall be no $6 dollar beers or hamburgers. There will be no cost for dance
lessons; there will be no cover unless we have a live band. As a non profit, we are not
entitled to make money off of anything, certainly not drink prices. Everything including
beer & wine (tiny selection) will likely be $3 across the board except for things like hot
dogs & sodas, which would be two for $3. Simple cheap fun combined with educational
exercise at a location that is accessible & nearby to as many folks as possible.

5. Highest & Best Use of Structure

How do you define the highest & best use of 521 Firestone Road? Is it always a
Starbucks or a Hooters? Are there deeper subjects such as habitat for the community
here? Why should anyone care, It's up to the Realtor & the Airport Authority, right? |
say it's not up to them at all; it's up to the Santa Barbara City Council to make the call.

CONVERSION ISSUES

The elimination of interior food service would appear to be the most significant objection
to this project. 521 Firestone Road was envisioned & built as a restaurant & lounge
amenity to the executive flight terminal.

Food service for The Airport Honky Tonk will be provided via external sources such as
lunch trucks or by our many catering options. Luncheons would rely on catering, while
the 4 pm to 12 pm shift would be from food trucks. If you've ever been dancing, there’s
nothing worse than chicken wings, forks & plates with the constant emphasis on serving
non dancers in search of profits. Please eat on one of our outside patios by the BBQ or
lunch truck & come back inside to dance after you’ve washed your hands.

5/20/14 Airport Honky Tonk Feasibility Study Page 3
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Proforma Cost of Conversion

Demolition

The west half of the structure must be demoed to remove the existing kitchen & roof.
Saving key fixtures & stainless steel may be prudent in the event said structure reverts
back to a full service restaurant in the future (see closing comments).

Estimate $16,500

Trussing & Reroofing

4 x 4 posts adorn the center line of our main dance floor & stage. Upon completion,
there will be nothing to your right as you enter other than a 36’ wide trussed ballroom
that looks like a barn with a stage to the rear.

Estimate $23,500
Installation of Hardwood Flooring
Main Dance Floor 36" x 85” = 3,060 sq. ft. $20,000
Class Room(s) 36’x25 = 900 sq ft 7,500
Patio dance floor (removable) 900 sq ft 7,500
Almost 5,000 sq. ft. of hardwood! Estimate $35,000

Decor & Fixtures

Start up items will be sparse with décor leaning toward a country western theme such
as horse shoes, hay bales & old pictures of famous people in cowboy hats arriving at
The Santa Barbara airport, etc. We’ll add spectacular items as we go.

Estimate $7,500
Plans, Permits and Beer & Wine License

Estimate $17,500
Restroom expansion

Four patio Porta Potties need to be leased; two for the ladies, 2 for men.

Total Cost for Conversion $100,000
Airport Honky Tonk Feasibility Study Page 4
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OPERATION FUNDAMENTALS

The Airport Honky Tonk will be operated as a non profit corporation. Days will be available for
catered luncheons. These time slots in particular may feature dance other than country.

Heck, people can fly in for belly dance conventions — let’s tear it up! Unfortunately for alternate
genres, afternoons & evenings will be couples dance to country music.

Afternoons will concentrate on teaching teenagers the basic dances, while evenings after 8 pm
will be for those over 18. Hourly dance classes will always be free of charge. Did you catch
that? FREE dance classes on the hour, 7 days per week.

PUBLIC OPINIONS

1. The Beatles sold out Shea Stadium in 1963 to 15 year olds, mostly girls. Provide for

them, they need it more than ever - you’ll succeed if you do. -Bingo Noone
2. Great idea, maybe | can write a letter of recommendation — send me bullet points in an
email. -Ginny Brush, County Arts Commissioner

3. Thank you for your efforts on the Airport Honky Tonk. My girlfriends & | did a survey on
what we wished our husbands did for us over the years. Flowers? Vacuuming?
Dishes? Nope, turns out the #1 answer was “Take Us Dancing”.

-Random caller from Montecito Journal ad

4. Provide us with habitat to dance with each other 7 days a week? Off the chart
unbelievable! The entire building? We don’t have to be 21?
-Santa Barbara City College students

5. Not much couples dancing tonight, just hip hop & rock-n-roll? That’s right, dancers
don’t pay my bills. -Maverick Saloon owner at Rancheros Vistadores event

6. Does anyone not like the idea? -Dude at Polo Grounds event

7. Do you know of any boys that know how to lead? Thinks a second. Yep. His name is

Andrew. Do any of your girlfriends know how to lead? Oh yeah, we all do. We have to.
-Coffee shop cowgirl

8. We’'d rather eat burgers with 300 frisky dancin cowgirls than be served steak from 10
Hooters gals. -Airport pilot survey *
9. Likely not a law enforcement problem as per Coffee with a Cop. Security must meet

guidelines; contact our Goleta Community Resource Deputy for details.
-Local SBPD & Sheriff Deputy’s

10. My 16 year old grandson can book gigs there? 1 love it! -Joanie Green, local CPA

*OK, | made that one up
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11.  No sweat - loaning 10% of our county surplus to The CCDF for an all ages dance hall
sounds politically correct. Who do | write the $180k check out to? How do you spell
Clint Orr? -New Santa Barbara County CEO**

FINANCIAL ABC’S

No, our hero Clint doesn’t own a Bentley, so conventional wisdom dictates that reading beyond
this point is senseless. Yet there are those of us that dare to dream of altering the course of
society while maintaining a modest life style.

As a California Real Estate Broker for 25 years & as a degreed accountant, | have always
found that when “The Deal” makes sense, the money flows to it. The escrow would close & |
would get paid at the end of a well-documented project, not at the opening bell. Most escrows
would take months of financial applications & inspections before keys could be exchanged.
I’'m prepared for that & will exercise great care in delivering said documentation & financial
support — given the opportunity by City Council.

We will seek no subsidies from city, county, state or federal agencies other than possible
corporate loans or lines of credit until repaid. \We’ll make it on our own. The high road will be
a brick by brick iter that is built on the solid ground of family trusts throughout the state of
California that see the value, as do |, of teaching family values & social skills to our youth (and
adults). It's that simple.

Proforma Receipts (Fiscal Year July 1, 2014 - June 30, 2015)

1. Family Trust Endowment (675 pound gorilla in the room) $675,000
2 Reasonable Corporate Debt  (multiple Sources) $200,000
3. Crowd Funding (3 to 6 campaigns) $200,000
4 Book Sales (not gonna happen) $200,000

Total Receipts $1,275,000

That’s a whopping $3 per person in Santa Barbara County - almost 2 bus fares each.

Proforma Outreach (Hey, we're here to lose money, so let’s get started!)
1. Squander Dough on Airport Honky Tonk Operations ($180,000)
2. Squander Dough on State HQ at 1101 Coast Village? ($360,000)

The rest of our resources will be blown on employment, fund raising, travel, dancin girls, pizza
& whatever the board of directors cuts them checks for. I'm just the executive director.

**OK, | made that one up too & make checks out to the CCDF...
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Break Even Analysis

Rent *$500/day
Security $1,000/day
Staff $750/day
Util/Supplies $500/day
Misc $250/day
Daily Overhead $3,000
Projected Daily Visit Income
Days 4-8 pm 200 students per day @ $5 apiece =  $1,000
Eve’s 8-12 pm 200 adults @ $10 apiece = $2,000
Daily Income $3,000

*Rent will be paid by the CCDF, structure capacity 500 to 850 SRO, Friday & Saturday visits may pay for entire week...
CONCLUSIONS

Infrastructure for couples dance just flat out does not exist in Santa Barbara County. Look
around you. Where would you go dancing tonight? You probably could not.

e Tens of millions are devoted to the performing arts such as tap, jazz, ballet, theater &
orchestra, yet no resources whatsoever are provided for your kids & grand children to
dance with each other to the greatest art of them all — couples dance.

e This fine country was founded by a gentleman who excelled in etiquette & dance.
Where are we now? Cell phones, raves & Deltopia is all that our youth is offered.

e My request is that The CCDF be given the opportunity to level the playing field — with
few conditions — except for a B.O.D. appointee & approval of our treasurer candidate.

CLOSING COMMENTS

Lease the structure to the CCDF for 3 years with a 2 year option as we seek to'expand across
Hollister in 2017-2019. The intersection could easily support a steakhouse, a western wear
purveyor & maybe an arcade with a carousel. The down side is minute; the up side could be
spectacular. A genuine game changer for society in Santa Barbara is on the table today.

5/20/14 Airport Honky Tonk Feasibility Study Page 7
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FEASIBIL 177 S:ruby y
MOVE OVER BAKERSFIELD QOMCL v S/DA/

We must work together as a dream team to make/GoIeta, California the west coast destination
for country music & couples dance. I'll build our team; you provide a temporary stadium until
‘we build a proper arena. <

e —

LETS WORK TOGETHER TO:

1. Empower our youth with something new & exciting (it's been around forever).
Teach responsible USA dance basics For Free every day.
Encourage people to ditch their cell phones for a few hours.

2

3

4, Provide a stage for all those that dare sing country.

5 Get ready for a theme park to blossom. Hold onto your hats.
6

Open Healthy Happy Habitat for all ages at a central county transportation hub that will
likely increase revenues for all around it & pay for itself — kinda like redevelopment.

THE AIRPORT HONKY TONK

Where everybody’s a dancer & everybody’s a star; and everybody’s a cowboy (or cowgirl), no
matter who you are...

As your coach, the executive director of The California Country Dance Foundation and as
always the best dancer in town, I'll do my honest best not to drop the ball, and | end this
feasibility study with the magic word —

Please

Approve this plan.

-

Clint Orr. (/’—ﬁ

5/20/14 /[0/13/)5 Airport Honky Tonk Feasibility Study Page 8
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Response to Oral Comment 2, Matthew Clint Orr (ORR), California Country
Dance Foundation

City of Santa Barbara Planning Commission Hearing

October 1, 2015

ORR-1: Encouraged the City to incorporate a regional dance hall auditorium at the northeast
corner of the intersection of Frederick Lopez and Hollister Avenue into the Airport Master Plan.
Submitted attachments introducing the proposal.

Response: The proposed dance hall site is located outside of the Master Planning area, which is
focused on the south side of Hollister Avenue. Rather, the northeast corner of Frederick Lopez
and Hollister Avenue is within the Airport Industrial Specific Plan area. Although the Airport
Master Plan does not include this area, it would not preclude the commenter from pursuing his
project through the normal City development processes.
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Response to Oral Comment 3, Tom McGregor (McG), Accurate Aviation
City of Santa Barbara Planning Commission Hearing
October 1, 2015

McG-1: Represents Accurate Aviation, which has been a tenant at the Airport since 1984. Is
concerned with the removal of Atlantic Aviation and its replacement with a parking lot,
especially related to traffic impacts in relationship to development in Goleta. Stated that the
City of Santa Barbara needs to coordinate with the City of Goleta on issues related to traffic

Response: The proposed Master Plan recommends the relocation of fixed base operators from
south of the commercial terminal to the north side of the airfield. Additional parking could then
be constructed south of the commercial terminal if, and when, demand based on increased
commercial activity at the Airport occurs. Increased commercial activity at the Airport has been
included in both the City of Santa Barbara’s and the City of Goleta’s cumulative growth scenarios
for traffic modeling purposes. In addition, the traffic impact study for the Draft EIR addressed
changes in these cumulative growth forecasts based on the redistribution of trips related to the
relocation of fixed base operators to the north side of the Airport.

McG-2: Stated his opinion that the Airport will not become the commercial airport that is
projected to occur in the Master Plan.
Response: Comment noted. As discussed in the Master Plan, the document is a demand-driven

planning document, meaning that projects recommended for the future based on growth in
airport activity will not be pursued if the Airport’s growth projections are not realized.
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Response to Oral Comment 4, Robert James Trimble (RJT)
City of Santa Barbara Planning Commission Hearing
October 1, 2015

RJT-1: Concerned with the recommended demolition of the Marine Corps hangar located on
the south side of the commercial terminal.

Response: The Draft EIR included an evaluation of the historical significance under federal, state,
and local regulations of all historical structures that could be affected by the recommended
development concept of the Master Plan, including Building 121, also known as Squadron Hangar
No. 5 (refer to Section 4.3.4, Marine Corps Air Station Goleta Buildings). Based on the criteria set
forth in the National Register of Historic Properties, the California Register of Historic Resources,
and the City of Santa Barbara Landmark/Structure of Merit eligibility criterion, the building
referenced in this comment did not retain sufficient historic integrity to convey its historical
significance and, thus, warrant protection under these protective registers. That does not mean
that the building is not representative of an important period of history, but that it is not
necessarily historically significant given the large number of properties still intact that are
associated with World War Il and the training of troops.
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Appendix B

AGENCY AND PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

ON THE RECIRCULATED DRAFT Airport Master Plan
PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT Program EIR

The Recirculated Draft Program EIR was made available for public and agency comment from July
15, 2016, to September 13, 2016. Public comment on the Recirculated Draft Program EIR was
also received at an Airport Commission meeting on July 20, 2016, and a City Planning Commission
hearing on September 1, 2016. A total of 16 written comment letters or emails and three oral
comments were received. Two of the oral comments received were followed up with submittal
of the comments in writing.

This appendix contains all public comments received on the Recirculated Draft Program EIR
during the official public and agency review period, as well as written responses, and is organized
as follows: First, general responses are provided to certain reoccurring comments that were
raised in response to the Recirculated Draft Program EIR. Second, all comment letters or emails
received during the official public review period have been reproduced and responses have been
provided for specific concerns or questions. (NOTE: Where a comment is a duplicate comment
to one received on the Draft Program EIR, the response may refer the reader to the response
provided to the duplicate comment in Appendix A of this Final Program EIR.) Third, minutes of
the two public meetings/hearings held on the EIR are included, with specific responses to the
oral comments.
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The following is a list of all comment letters, emails, or oral comments that were received during
the official Recirculated Draft Program EIR public review period:

NAME/ORGANIZATION DATE COMMENT PAGE
Written Comments:
1. Carl Hopkins (via email) July 16, 2016 CSH-9 - 13 B-5
2. Public Utilities Commission July 19, 2016 PUC-5 B-9
3. Santa Barbara County Association of July 21, 2016 SBCAG-7 - 10 B-11

Governments

4. Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District | August 2, 2016 APCD-5 -6 B-16
5. Freddie Romero, SYBCI Elders Council (via email) | August 3, 2016 FR-1 B-19

6. U.S. Dept. of Commerce, National Oceanic and NMFS-1 - 20 B-21
Atmospheric Administration, National Marine
Fisheries Service

7. Santa Barbara Audubon Society

8. Goleta Slough Management Committee

9. California Department of Fish and Wildlife

10. Santa Barbara Channelkeeper

September 6, 2016

September 8, 2016
September 9, 2016
September 12, 2016
September 12, 2016

AUD-33 - 55 B-39
GSMC-30 - 38 B-56
CDFW-19 - 54 B-64

SBCH-5 -13 B-96

11. California Coastal Commission September 12, 2016 CCC-1-2 B-103

12. California Department of Transportation September 13, 2016 DOT-1-2 B-106

13. City of Goleta September 13, 2016 GOL-79 -92 B-110

14. Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control September 13, 2016 RWQ-1-11 B-130
Board

15. Mark Holmgren September 13, 2016 MH-1-14 B-139

16. Heal the Ocean September 16, 2016 | OCEAN-13-17 | B-154

Oral Comments: \

City of Santa Barbara Airport Commission minutes July 20, 2016 None B-161

City of Santa Barbara Planning Commission minutes | September 1, 2016 B-164

- Carl Hopkins (Airport Commission) B-172
Presentation Materials

- Gordon Feingold GF-2 B-181

- Jenna Driscoll (Santa Barbara Channelkeeper) SBCH-14 B-182

- Scott Cooper (Audubon) AUD-56 B-183

TOPICAL RESPONSES

General Comment #1: Foraging habitat for white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus), a State of
California Fully Protected species, should be afforded the same protection it is given by the
County of Santa Barbara in the County Local Coastal Plan (LCP), and its loss be considered a
cumulative impact.

Topical Response #1: A technical memorandum has been prepared to evaluate the potential for
project-specific or cumulative impacts to foraging habitat for the white-tailed kite, specifically
from the future Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project (Final Program EIR, Appendix C). This project is
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recommended in the proposed Airport Master Plan and would extend the existing Taxiway H to
the west end of Runway 7-25. The project could involve the permanent loss of approximately
6.1 acres of brome grass vegetation due to new pavement for the taxiway and shoulders.

The analysis concludes that although brome grasses like those present at the proposed Taxiway
H project site are considered to provide suitable foraging for kites, a lack of small mammals
(based on recent trapping efforts), an absence of kites in the area north of the runway (during a
year-long survey effort), and the distance of the Taxiway H project site from known nest locations
(Final Program EIR, Appendix C, Figure 1) suggest that the area only provides low-quality foraging
habitat for nesting white-tailed kites. While approximately 498 acres of suitable kite foraging
habitat has been, or is anticipated to be, impacted in the region by past, present, or probable
future projects (Final Program EIR, Appendix C, Table 1), there are over 4,500 acres of annual
grasses and forbs within the cumulative study area (Final Program EIR, Appendix C, Figure 2).
Relative to the amount of available habitat in the region, the loss of 6.1 acres of low-quality
foraging habitat (1.2 percent of anticipated lost acreage in region) is considered less than
significant, both on a project-specific and cumulative level.

General Comment #2: Proposed mitigation areas for the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project
should include higher ratios for wetland and upland impacts.

Topical Response #2: A Programmatic Mitigation Plan (PMP) for impacts to sensitive habitats has
been revised in response to input from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)
and the California Coastal Commission (CCC). A technical memorandum regarding the program
and the characteristics of the proposed mitigation areas is included in this Final Program EIR as
Appendix D. Revisions to the PMP have also been incorporated into BIO/mm-1 of the Final
Program EIR (Section 4.2.7). The PMP (i.e., BIO/mm-1) includes a minimum 4:1 ratio (restoration
to impact) as mitigation for wetland habitat and/or wetland/riparian buffer impacts and a
minimum 3:1 ratio (replacement) as mitigation for upland (i.e., grassland and shrubland) habitat
impacts consistent with the current Airport Local Coastal Plan (LCP). The mitigation shall be in a
form and location acceptable to the applicable permitting regulatory agencies and will be
determined as part of project-specific Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plans (HMMPs).

Included in the map of potential on-airport mitigation areas (Final Program EIR, Exhibit 4D) is an
area outside of the current Goleta Slough Ecological Reserve (GSER) boundaries, which is
specifically called out in the Airport’s LCP (City of Santa Barbara 2003:3-11) where it states:

“Twenty-one acres in the south west corner of the intersection of the east/west and
north/south runways are designated as potentially restorable marsh on the habitat map.
During an informal site investigation with the Department of Fish and Game and Coastal
Commission staff members in spring 1981, this portion of the slough was observed as upland
habitat. Since the informal site visit, detailed habitat mapping of the slough has been
completed (as shown on the special study area on the habitat map) however this area in the
corner of the runways was not included in that habitat mapping. There has been no
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documentation that this area is anything other than potentially restorable marsh. Therefore,
this area will be considered potentially restorable marsh so that it may possibly be restored
or improved to offset impacts of development in other sections of the City’s Airport property
in the future.”

Additional specific comments regarding the PMP were discussed with the CDFW during a field
visit on April 13, 2017. The Final Program EIR (BIO/mm-1) contains measures from the revised
PMP that includes measures for both wetland and upland impacts. The final PMP reflects both
discussions between the Airport and the CDFW on the Department’s concerns identified in their
comment letter and during a field visit (April 13, 2017) of the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project
site and proposed mitigation areas (Final Program EIR, Exhibit 4D).

General Comment #3: Mitigation for the future proposed Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project
should include a requirement to prepare a project-specific Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

Topical Response #3: Because this EIR is a Program EIR on a planning document (i.e., the
proposed Airport Master Plan), detailed project-specific analysis and the development of an
appropriate project-specific mitigation program, as well as associated analysis of project
consistency with the Goleta Reserve Zone (G-S-R) and the policies of the Airport’s LCP, will be
conducted as part of the Coastal Development Permit and LCP amendment/General Plan
amendment/rezone process for the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project. Although this is already
required for project approval by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as well as the
Coastal Commission, the City of Santa Barbara, and other responsible agencies with discretionary
oversight, it has been formalized in the Program EIR as LU/mm-1. This specifies the requirement
for additional environmental review of future projects to be part of the Program EIR’s mitigation,
monitoring, and reporting program.

In fact, all projects recommended in the proposed Airport Master Plan that meet the definition
of a project under CEQA and need future discretionary approvals will be required to complete
some level of environmental review. However, it is not appropriate for the type of environmental
document to be determined at this time when neither the timing, the scope, or the design of
such projects are available.
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EMAIL 1

Bermond, Andrew

From: Carl L Hopkins <CariLHopkins@cox.net>
Sent: Saturday, July 16, 2016 11:03 AM

To: Johns, Hazel

Cc: Bermond, Andrew

Subject: Re: Master plan and EIR

1 get back Tuesday afrernoon. —

| can meet anytime Wednesday. It would be very helpful, if there are any documents like comments and replies
or layouts, if 1 could review them ahead of time.

1 do understand the *broad brush' idea, but I do consider the goals of the master plan to be pretty much "set in
stone”. So 1 consider the idea of transient parking and flight schools, a wash rack for light GA, and a
maintenance place all to be set in stone. What is not necessarily set in stone from my view point is exactly
when, where, and how they will be implemented. But I believe it is important to make sure the EIR and final CSH-9
plan do not prevent their future implementation. My concern now is that we will end up with a plan now that
does not allow future implementation. I don't want to approve a plan now and then in a couple of years when
we go to implement some details find out we can't!

This entire process had taken a long time. Certainly a lot longer than I ever anticipated. But 1 would rather
spend the time, even more time, and get it right than ‘rush’ it and get it wrong,

Let me know when/if you can meet Wednesday and if there are any documents I can review first.

Thanks..... Carl
Sent from my iPad

>On Jul 16, 2016, at 11:47 AM, Johns, Hazel <H]ohns@SantaBarbaraCA.gov> wrote:

>

>Carl I think it would be good to meet with me and Andrew to discuss again the master plan, its
implementation , funding, and future steps. Keep in mind the original master plan is a broad brush look at
possible projects it is not set in stone. Let me know if you have rime to meet before the commission meeting.
Hazel

>

> Sent from my iPhone
>

» On Jul 16, 2016, at 10:22 AM, Carl L Hopkins «CarlL Hopkins@cox.net> wrote:

>

» Hazel,

>

» | am on vacation but will be back for the meeting,

»>

» | was surprised at the agenda and release of the revised EIR before the commission had a chance to review it.
I also have not been able to find a lot of information that | would want to see. 1 believe there were a numberof | CSH-10
comments made on the first EIR. 1know I made one. It was my understanding that thee would be a written
response to each of those comments before or as part of the revised EIR. I cannot find such a document and 1
have not received any response to my comments. ]
>
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» When 1 or anyone clse looks online the master plan document is as it was belore the first EIR. I could not
find anything online indicating that the hangers 1, 2, 3 would remain. This is very misleading at this point. Any
pilot who has been following this. and there are many, would think the NOAA site was going to be a wash rack
and small plane maintenance site and the three hangers were going to be removed providing space for the
school planes and transient parking and access to a new set to T hangers.

» f—
» My comments were mostly concerning the unaceeptability of keeping the WWII hangers, especially hanger
#1. If we don't get rid of hanger #1 there will nat be room for 2 or 3 flight schools and transient parking! 1 was
told that the EIR could not demand the removal of the hanger because there was room for the schools and
transients with the hanger. When I questioned that I was told Coffman would provide a detailed drawing
showing the 46 transient spaces called for in the master plan plus the two dozen or so school planes. 1 still do
not have such a drawing or any kind of such layout. And [ don't believe there is room for them!

»

» | continue to be very concerned that the master plan will end up with rotally inadequate small GA space. The
NOAA site has already taken over the space planned for the wash rack and small plane maintenance site. This
is extremely important to me and to a large number of local pilots. 1 have been telling them for several years:
"Wait! We are working on it. We WILL have transient parking and a place to work on and wash our planes.”

»

» But now | am not at all certain. I am concerned that you do not share my support for the small GA part of the
master plan. » —
> —
» IF there is a list of all the original EIR comments and responses, please send it or a link to it to me. IF there is
alayout of transient and school planes, please send it tome. Idon't get back until Tuesday but except when |

am flying, 1 can get e-mail and make phone calls.
»

» Thank you..... Carl

»
» Sent from my iPad
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Response to Recirculated Draft Program EIR - Email 1
Carl Hopkins (CSH)
Dated July 16, 2016

CSH-1 through CSH-8 are included in Appendix A of this Final Program EIR.

CSH-9: This comment states that proposed Master Plan goals for the general aviation (GA) area
of the Airport (for example, transient parking, flight schools, a wash rack for light GA, and a
maintenance area) are “set in stone.” However, the commenter is concerned that changes
made to the Master Plan through the EIR process will prevent these items from being
implemented.

Response: Comment noted. Through the environmental process, impacts to historic resources
were identified and the proposed Master Plan was revised to allow these resources (i.e., WWII
hangars) to remain in the north GA area. In addition, space was reserved for the future relocation
of two historic hangars currently located within a regulatory floodway. These changes have
required some modification to the north GA area from what was originally planned in earlier
drafts of the proposed Master Plan.

CSH-10: This comment asks where the commenter can read the responses to his previous letter
on the Draft Program EIR.

Response: Refer to Appendix A of the Final Program EIR, Letter 7, responses to comments CSH-
1 through CSH-8.

CSH-11: This comment states that the Airport Master Plan website still shows the document
as proposed before it was revised per the environmental review process.

Response: Comment noted. Prior to the Final Program EIR being taken to the City Planning
Commission for certification, the changes to the draft Final Airport Master Plan will be posted on
the study website.

CSH-12: This comment summarizes the primary concerns of the previous comment letter,
namely that keeping the Airport’s World War Il hangars (especially No. 1 [referred to as
Building 317 in the Draft Program EIR]) will not allow room for flight schools and transient
parking on the north side of the airfield. The commenter is concerned about the amount of
future space that will be available for small general aviation aircraft.
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NOTE: The Commenter, as Airport Commission Chair, also presented a Power Point representing
the Airport Commission’s position regarding the retention of the World War Il hangars at the City
of Santa Barbara Planning Commission hearing on September 1, 2016. Portions of his
presentation are appended to the Planning Commission minutes included later in this appendix.

Response: This comment is similar to Comment CSH-2 in Appendix A of this Final Program EIR.
Because the structure(s) in question are eligible for listing as “Structure(s) of Merit” by the City
of Santa Barbara’s Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC) under the authority of the City’s Historic
Structures Ordinance (Chapter 22.22 of the Municipal Code), they are considered historical
resources under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). For this reason, the draft
Airport Master Plan was revised to show the hangars as being retained. If, in the future, the
Airport proposes to remove one or more of these buildings, additional environmental review will
be necessary and mitigation and/or Findings and a Statement of Overriding Considerations (per
CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15091 and 15093) provided, as appropriate, as part of a subsequent
approval process.

CSH-13: This comment asks for a link to all the original Draft Program EIR comments and
responses as well as a layout of transient and school planes.

Response: See Response to Comment CSH-9 regarding the Draft Program EIR comments and
responses. These are provided in Appendix A of this Final Program EIR.

The proposed Master Plan does not contain detailed layouts of aircraft within the proposed GA
apron areas, but rather uses guidelines contained in FAA Advisory Circular 150/5300-13A, Airport
Design (FAA 2014), to determine the amount of apron space likely to be needed based on forecast
levels of activity. Planning criteria of 600 square yards (sy) of apron per single and multi-engine
aircraft and 1,600 sy per turbine aircraft position have been used to estimate locally based
aircraft apron needs (Table 4K, draft Airport Master Plan). The Airport currently has a total apron
area of 156,500 sy, which is more than the projected long-term demand (131,300 sy). It is not
anticipated that the retention of the two WWII hangar Nos. 1 and 2 will have an adverse impact
on the Airport’s ability to accommodate future apron demand.
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LETTER 2

STATE OF CALIFORNIA EDMUND G. BROWN JR ., Governor

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
320 WEST 4TH STREET SUITE 500
LOS ANGELES. C& 90015

(213) 5767063

July 19, 2016

Andrew Bermond

City of Santa Barbara

601 Norman Firestone Road
Santa Barbara, CA 93117

Dear Andrew:;
Re: SCH 2014061096 Santa Barbara (SANTA BARBARA) Airport Master Plan - DEIR

The California Public Utilities Commission (Commission) has jurisdiction over the safety of highway-
rail crossings (crossings) in California. The California Public Utilities Code requires Commission
approval for the construction or alteration of crossings and grants the Commission exclusive power
on the design, alteration, and closure of crossings in California. The Commission Rail Crossings
Engineering Branch (RCEB) has received the Draft Environment Import Report (DEIR) from the State
Clearinghouse for the proposed City of Santa Barbara (City) Airport Master Plan project.

According to the DEIR, the project area includes active railroad tracks. RCEB recommends that the
City add language to the Airport Master Plan so that any future development adjacent to or near the
rail right-of-way (ROW) is planned with the safety of the rail corridor in mind. New developments
may increase traffic volumes not only on streets and at intersections, but also at at-grade crossings.
This includes considering pedestrian circulation patterns or destinations with respect to railroad ROW
and compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act. Mitigation measures to consider include the
planning for grade separations for major thoroughfares, improvements to existing at-grade Crossings
due to increase in traffic volumes, and continuous vandal resistant fencing or other appropriate
barriers to prevent trespassers onto the railroad ROW.

If you have any questions in this matter, please contact me at (213) 576-7076, ykc@cpuc.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Ken Chiang, P.E.

Utilities Engineer

Rail Crossings and Engineering Branch
Safety and Enforcement Division

C: State Clearinghouse
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Response to Recirculated Draft Program EIR - Letter 2
State of California Public Utilities Commission (PUC)
Dated July 19, 2016

PUC-1 through PUC-4 are included in Appendix A of this Final Program EIR.

PUC-5: This is a duplicate comment letter to the letter submitted on August 31, 2015, regarding
rail corridor safety.

Response: Refer to Appendix A of the Final Program EIR, Letter 1, Responses to Comments PUC-
1 through PUC-4, which state that the project area analyzed for the proposed Airport Master Plan
does not include the nearby railroad tracks. The only at-grade crossing of the railroad within a
mile of the Airport is at Kellogg Road, located approximately 0.7 mile east of S. Fairview Avenue.
No project-related vehicular or pedestrian traffic will result in an increase across this at-grade
crossing. Since no impacts to railroads will occur as a result of the proposed Airport Master Plan;
no mitigation is required.
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LETTER 3

(SB CAG 960 North San Antonio Road., Suite B = Santa Barbara, CA = 93110

santa barbara county association of governments Phone: 805/961-8900 = Fax: 805/961-8901 » wwwi.sbcag.org

V4

July 21, 2016

Andrew Bermond, AICP
Project Planner

City of Santa Barbara

Planning Division

P.O. Box 1990

Santa Barbara, CA 93102-1990

Re: Comments on the Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Santa
Barbara Airport Master Plan

Dear Mr. Bermond:

The Santa Barbara County Association of Governments (SBCAG) has reviewed the
Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report for the draft Santa Barbara Airport Master Plan.
As the Airport Land Use Commission for Santa Barbara County, SBCAG is responsible for
reviewing the draft Santa Barbara Airport Master Plan for consistency with the adopted Airport
Land Use Plan under State law. The City referred the draft Master Plan to SBCAG for a
consistency review in early October 2015 and the SBCAG Board found the Airport Master Plan
consistent with the Airport Land Use Plan at its meeting on November 15, 2015.

Among its other roles, SBCAG is also designated as the Metropolitan Planning Organization,
Regional Transportation Planning Agency and Congestion Management Agency for Santa
Barbara County. In these capacities, SBCAG is responsible for development of the Regional
Transportation Plan-Sustainable Communities Strategy and the Regional Transportation
Improvement Program, as well as administration of Transportation Development Act
requirements with respect to public transit in Santa Barbara County. SBCAG is also
responsible, in cooperation with local and State agencies, to identify and resolve traffic
congestion problems as specified by law.

The Airport Master Plan is a key document that will guide overall development of Santa Barbara
Airport for the next 15 to 20 years. It also contains vital planning assumptions for our Airport
Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP), which we are currently in the process of updating.
SBCAG acknowledges the vital project sponsorship that Airport has provided for the ALUCP
update and we look forward to working with you on the project moving forward.

Buellton = Carpinteria = Goleta » Guadalupe » Lompoc s Santa Barbara = Santa Maria » Solvang = Santa Barbara County
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SBCAG offers the following comments on the draft EIR:

Impact T-3. The DEIR recognizes that the draft Master Plan would contribute to Class |
regional (cumulative) impacts to two intersections (Kellogg Avenue / Hollister Avenue
and Fairview Avenue / US 101 NB Ramps). The improvements identified in the DEIR
would help to mitigate the Airport Master Plan impacts to LOS B for the intermediate
term and long-term scenarios. _
Ekwill/Fowler Road Extension Project: The Recirculated Draft EIR includes the Ekwill
Street extension in the intermediate (Year 2022) and long-term (Year 2032) scenarios,
but the Fowler Road project was not included in the cumulative analysis. This project
would construct a new section of Ekwill Street west of Route 217 that would extend
between Fairview Avenue and Kellogg Avenue and also still proposes to extend Fowler
Road eastward from its current terminus at Fairview Avenue to Kellogg Avenue,
although this Fowler Road extension does not appear to be included in the cumulative
analysis. When completed, this regionally significant project would provide an
alternative east-west travel route to Hollister Avenue through Old Town Goleta.

The California Transportation Commission, acting through its 2016 State Transportation
Improvement Program (STIP) recently delayed funding for the Ekwill Road extension
project from fiscal year 2016/17 to 2019/20. Funding for the Fowler Road extension was
eliminated from the 2016 STIP, but will be reprogrammed in the 2018 STIP, assuming
new funding capacity will be available. SBCAG staff anticipates that funding capacity will
be available for the project in the next STIP cycle. Therefore, staff requests that the
Fowler Road extension project be included and shown in the Long-Term (2032)
Cumulative Traffic Analysis in the DEIR. —

As was stated in our October 19, 2015 comment l|etter, the Ekwill/Fowler Road
Extension Project benefits the Airport by providing an alternative route for those
accessing the Airport terminal to and from the east via U.S. 101 (south) or Hollister
Avenue. The DEIR and supporting traffic study assume the completion of the Ekwill
extension as part of the 2022 and 2032 baseline conditions. The DEIR notes that
approximately 5% of airport-generated trips (long-term: 323 average daily trips; 18 P.M.
peak hour trips) will travel via Ekwill Road to Kellogg Avenue once the extension project
is built (see Appendix C, Figure 4-4).

Without the Ekwill extension in place, these trips would need to traverse Fairview
Avenue or Route 217 to access the Terminal area, which would exacerbate the
cumulative congestion impacts on Fairview Avenue and the impacted intersections.
Therefore, completion of this project, which is a priority for the region, would directly
mitigate the Master Plan’s contributions to these cumulative impacts by providing an
alternative access route to the Airport terminal through Old Town Goleta.

Also, without the Ekwill Road extension completed, the greater number of vehicle trips
required to travel along Fairview would expose more vehicles and passengers to
potential aircraft hazards from Runway 7-25 (since vehicles traveling along Fairview
Avenue must cross the Runway Protection Zone perpendicular to the flight path,
whereas vehicles on the proposed Ekwill Road extension would travel parallel to the
flight path at the edge of the Runway Protection Zone). Therefore, completion of the

Ekwill Road extension would also lessen potential aircraft hazards.
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We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Recirculated DEIR. If you have any
questions regarding this letter, please feel free to contact me at 961-8910 or via e-mail at
pimhof@sbcag.org.

Sincerely,

K

Peter Imhof
Deputy Exectitive’ Director, Planning

cG: File (CP 3-04-20)
Hazel Johns, Airport Director, Santa Barbara Airport
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Response to Recirculated Draft Program EIR - Letter 3
Santa Barbara County Association of Governments (SBCAG)
Dated July 21, 2016

SBCAG-1 through SBCAG-6 are included in Appendix A of this Final Program EIR.

SBCAG-7: This is a duplicate comment from the letter submitted on October 19, 2015, and
establishes SBCAG as the Airport Land Use Commission, the Metropolitan Planning
Organization, the Regional Transportation Planning Agency, and the Congestion Management
Agency for Santa Barbara County. This comment also states that the SBCAG Board found the
Airport Master Plan consistent with the Airport Land Use Plan at its meeting on November 15,
2015.

Response: Comment noted.

SBCAG-8: This comment states that the Recirculated Draft Program EIR found that the draft
Master Plan would contribute to Class | cumulative impacts to two intersections (Kellogg
Avenue/Hollister Avenue and Fairview Avenue/U.S. 101 northbound ramps and that
improvements identified in the EIR would help mitigate project impacts to Level of Service B.

Response: Comment noted. The traffic impact information included in the Recirculated Draft
Program EIR is based on a revised Traffic Impact Study, which reanalyzed project-specific and
cumulative traffic impacts using City of Goleta methodology (i.e., Traffix traffic analysis software)
and SBCAG conventions.

SBCAG-9: This comment updates SBCAG’s previous comments in their letter submitted on
October 19, 2015, regarding the status of a Fowler Road extension, and requests that it be
included in the EIR’s long-term cumulative traffic analysis.

Response: Comment noted. However, the extension of Fowler Road is not included in the traffic
analysis since its proposed location within a runway protection zone makes it a less viable action.
In addition, as is stated in this comment, it is not currently programmed in the State
Transportation Improvement Program.

SBCAG-10: This comment reaffirms SBCAG’s support of an Ekwill Road extension as stated in
their letter submitted on October 19, 2015.
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Response: Comment noted. The revised Traffic Impact Study in the Recirculated Draft Program
EIR includes the future extension of Ekwill Road in the years 2022 and 2032 as a planned roadway
improvement.
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LETTER 4

i, -
Our Vision & Clean Air

Santa Barbara County
Air Pollution Control District

August 2, 2016

City of Santa Barbara

Pl - D Isi - G oot e e . "
P.O. Box 1990 PLARNING DIVIS

Santa Barbara, CA 93102

Re: APCD Comments on the Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report on the
Proposed Airport Master Plan (MST2013-00453), SCH# 201406096

Dear Mr. Bermond:

The Air Pollution Control District (APCD) has reviewed the Recirculated Draft Program Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) for the referenced project. The Santa Barbara Airport Master Plan provides guidance
for the Airport’s overall development for the next 15-120 years based on Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA)-approved forecasts of aviation activity at the Santa Barbara Airport and provides
development scenarios for the short term (2017), intermediate term (2022) and long term (2032). These
development scenarios are not only reflective of the level of activity forecast to occur at the Airport, but
are dependent on federal funding cycles and the availability of grant money for aviation projects. The
proposed Airport changes in the Master Plan consist of:

1. Airfield Recommendations: Extension of Taxiway H to the west, parallel to the main instrument
runway, restriping of existing paved areas, paving light lanes along taxiway edges, relocating
entrances and exits from the taxiway system to comply with Federal Aviation Administration APCD-5
(FAA) recommendations.

2. North Landslide Recommendations: Consolidation of general aviation operations to facilitate
two Fixed Base Operator (FBO) lease areas on the northeast portion of the airfield to provide
tenant and visiting private aircraft services and facilities, and support facility changes including
relocation of the Airport Maintenance Yard.

3. Terminal Area Recommendations: Construction of a new Long Term Parking Lot south of the
Airline Terminal to accommodate 1,315 new or relocated parking spaces, expansion of the
Airline Terminal, and relocation of the south-side FBO.

The Santa Barbara Airport is located on 948-acres adjacent to the City of Goleta and the University of
California, Santa Barbara, and eight miles to the west of the downtown City of Santa Barbara area.

Air Pollution Control District staff offers the following comments on the Recirculated Draft Program EIR:

1. Section 4.1 AIR QUALITY/GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS, 4.1.4, Project-Specific Impacts, Result
AQ-1, page 4-9: It is stated that “Airport emissions would be below the APCD threshold of 240 APCD-6
pounds per day of ROC and NOx and 80 pounds per day of PM10 (stationary or mobile sources),
and 25 pounds per day (for automobile emissions only), in both the short and long term build out
scenarios.” The APCD threshold of 240 pounds per day of ROC and NOx and 80 pounds per day
of PM10 considers the combined emissions from both stationary and mobile sources. Please
correct the above statement to address this. _

AéFron Arlin Gepnet « Air Pollution Control Officer
260 North San Antonio Road, Suite A Santa Barbara, CA =« 93110 805.961.8800
City of Santa Barbara OurAir.org « twittB#16om/OurAirSBC Final Program EIR



APCD Comments on SCH# 201406096, Airport Master Plan (MST2013-00453)
August 2, 2016
Page 2

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please feel free to contact me at (805) 961-8893
or via email at NightingaleK@sbcapcd.org.

Sincerely,

Krista Nightingale,
Air Quality Specialist
Technology and Environmental Assessment Division

ce TEA Chron File
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Response to Recirculated Draft Program EIR - Letter 4
Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District (APCD)
Dated August 2, 2016

APCD-1 through APCD-4 are included in Appendix A of this Final Program EIR.

APCD-5: This is a duplicate comment from the letter submitted on October 28, 2015, and
summarizes the main changes to Airport facilities as recommended in the proposed Airport
Master Plan.

Response: Comment noted.
APCD-6: This comment clarifies that the APCD threshold of 240 pounds per day of ROC and
NOx and 80 pounds per day of PM1o considers the combined emissions from both stationary

and mobile sources.

Response: Comment noted. This change has been made to the text of the Final Program EIR
(Section 4.1.4, Result AQ-1).
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EMAIL 5

Bermond, Andrew

From: Freddie Romero <freddyromero1959@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 03, 2016 11:36 AM

To: Bermond, Andrew

Subject: Draft EIR airport

Mr. Bermond,

Thank you for the notice on this project and our opportunity to comment on the DEIR.

I would to ask, since the city is relying on Federal funds for these projects, will the city
be engaging tribes in Sec 106, as directed in NHPA 36 CFR 800.

The concern that the SYBCI Elders Council have with any work taking place at the
airport, is the strong possibility of inadvertent discoveries of cultural material and human

remains.

Previously when the airport proposed to extend a runway at the airport, over 1000
pieces of human bone were found and were believed to be of indigenous descent.

The bones, as a result of the destruction of the village of Helo, were redeposited when
the soils from Helo were used as fill material to create the airport.

So I would ask that you engage not only Santa Ynez Chumash, but all the local Chumash
tribes as well and get their comments and recommendations for these proposed
projects.

Thank you and I look forward to hearing from you.

Freddie Romero

Cultural Resources Coordinator
SYBCI Elders Council
805-688-7997 X4109
805-403-2873

The information contained in this message may be privileged and confidential and
protected from disclosure. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, or
an employee or agent responsible for delivering this message to the intended recipient,
you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, or copying of this
communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error,
please notify us immediately by replying to the message and deleting it from your
computer
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Response to Recirculated Draft Program EIR - Email 5
Freddie Romero, SYBCI Elders Council (FR)
Dated August 3, 2016

FR-1: This comment asks if the City of Santa Barbara will be engaging in Section 106
consultation under the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) since there is a possibility of
inadvertent discoveries of cultural material and human remains. The comment also asks that
all local Chumash tribes be engaged in the process.

Response: Any airport projects relying on Federal funds or requiring a Federal action, such as an
update to the Airport Layout Plan, would be subject to the NHPA. However, the Section 106
consultation process will occur between the Federal Aviation Administration, as the Federal lead
agency, and any federally-recognized tribes, rather than the City of Santa Barbara.

The City of Santa Barbara, however, will conduct tribal consultation per Assembly Bill (AB) 52
under State law with all tribes that have requested that they be consulted. This mandated AB 52
notification/consultation process will occur as part of the State environmental review process
under the California Environmental Quality Act on all airport projects.
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LETTER 6

",.v“ "‘o“' UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
& N % | National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
- ; "J . NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE
5! T West Coast Region
Yrapyg ot 501 West Ocean Boulevard, Suite 4200

Long Beach, California 90802-4213

September 6, 2016

Mrt. Andrew Bermond

City of Santa Barbara Planning Division
630 Ciarden Street

Santa Barbara, California 93101

Re: Draft Airport Master Plan Cnvironmental Impact Report, July 2016 (SCH #2014061096)

Dear Mr. Bermond:

Enclosed with this letter are NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service’s (NMFS) comments on
the draft Santa Barbara Airport Master Plan (Airport Master Plan) Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR). As explained more fully in the enclosure, NMFS review of the DEIR indicates the
effects of the Airport Master Plan on federally endangered steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss) are
not adequately considered. Among other areas of concern, the DEIR appears to rely on outdated
and incomplete information regarding how different steelhead life-stages utilize estuarine
habitats in ceneral and the frequency of current steelhead use and observations in the Goleta
Slough. The potential impacts (including cumulative impacts) of the Airport Master Plan on
environmentally sensitive habitats, water quality and the sand berm breaching pattern of Goleta
Slough should be considered in any final determination of the significance of the impacts under
the California Environmental Quality Act.

Thank you for the opportunity to comments on the Airport Master Plan. If you have a question
recarding NMFS’ comments on this matter, please contact Mark Capelli at (805) 963-6478 or

Rick Bush at (562) 980-3562.
ﬁﬁ% /

Anthony P. Spipa,
Chief, Southern California Branch
California Coast Area Otiice

b.nclosure

NMFS-1
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cc: Chris Dellith, U.S. FFish and Wildlife Service
Aaron Allen, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Mary Larson, California Department of Fish and Wildlife
Mary Hamilton, Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board
Mark Delaplaine, California Coastal Commission
Patricia Saley, Goleta Slough Management Committee
Camecron Benson, City of Santa Barbara
Maureen Spencer, Santa Barbara County Flood Control District
Administrative File: 150308 WCR2016CC00317

City of Santa Barbara B-22 Final Program EIR



Enclosure

NOAA'’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) Comments on Draft Santa Barbara
Airport Draft Environmental Impact Statement

September 6, 2016

Background —

The Santa Barbara Airport is located on approximately 948 acres adjacent to the City of Goleta
and the University of California, Santa Barbara, with the airport runways and appurtenant
facilities situated in the heart of the Goleta Slough. The Goleta Slough itself is comprised of a
substantial body of open water, wetland, terrestrial, and tributary habitats that support a wide
variety of terrestrial and aquatic species. There are historic and contemporary records of
anadromous steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss) occurring in the Goleta Sough and the upstream
tributaries (Becker and Reining 2008, National Marine Fisheries Service 2001, 2005, 2008a,
2008b, 2009a, 2009b, 2013, 2014, 2015).

The southern California steelhead was designated as a federally endangered species in 1997 (62
FR 43937), with its listing and status reconfirmed in 2006 (71 FR 5248). The Goleta Slough and
its major tributaries (Tecolotito, San Pedro, San Jose, Maria Ygnacio, San Antonio, and
Atascadero creeks) were designated as critical habitat in 2005 (70 FR 52488). Critical habitats
are those specific geographic areas that contain physical or biological features essential for the
conservation of a threatened or endangered species and that may require special management and
protection. Critical habitat may include areas that are not currently occupied by the species, but
that will be needed for its recovery.

The Goleta Slough watershed is part of the Conception Coast Biogeographic Populations Group
(BPG) of the endangered Southern California Steelhead Distinct Population Segment (DPS)
identified by NMFS’s South-Central/Southern California Steelhead Recovery Team,; as such, the
slough contributes significantly to the ecological diversity of the Southern California Steelhead
Recovery Planning Area and plays an important role in the long-term viability of the Southern
California Steelhead DPS (NMFS 2007).

The Goleta Slough watershed is designated as a Core-1 Population in NMFS’ Southern
California Steelhead Recovery Plan (NMFS 2012, Table 10.3) and supports a remnant
population of the federally endangered southern California steelhead. Designation of Core
Populations in the Southern California Steelhead Recovery Plan is based on a number of factors,
including the intrinsic potential of the watershed to support a viable population of steelhead, the
role of the population in the overall recovery strategy, and the severity of the threats within the
watershed to the steelhead population (NMFS 2012, Appendix B, “Intrinsic Potential Ranking”,
p. B-1 and Table 10.2, “Threat source rankings in component watersheds within the Conception
Coast BPG region”, p. 10-10). Restoration and protection of all core populations is necessary to
fully meet the recovery goals, including de-listing, of the Southern California Steelhead DPS.
These are set forth in NMFS’ Southern California Steelhead Recovery Plan (NMFS 2012,
Chapter 6, Steelhead Recovery Goals, Objectives & Criteria, pp. 6-1 through 6-13, and Chapter
7, Steelhead Recovery Strategy, pp. 7-1 through 7-19).

NMFS-2
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Project Elements that are the Basis of these Comments

The draft Santa Barbara Airport Master Plan provides guidance for the Santa Barbara Airport’s
overall development for the next 15-20 years and identifies the following set of general elements:

» Airfield Recommendations: Extension of Taxiway H to the west, parallel to the main
instrument runway, restriping of existing paved areas, paving light lanes along taxiway
edges, and relocating entrances and exits from the taxiway system to comply with Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA) recommendations.

* North Landside Recommendations: Consolidation of general aviation operations to
facilitate two Fixed Base Operator (FBO) lease areas on the northeast portion of the airfield
to provide tenant and visiting private aircraft services and facilities, and support facility NMFS-3
changes including the relocation of the Airport Maintenance Y ard.

* Terminal Area Recommendations: Construction of a new Long Term Parking Lot south of
the Airline Terminal to accommodate 1,315 new or relocated parking spaces, expansion of
the Airline Terminal, and relocation of the south-side FBO.

The Airport Master Plan Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) does not specify which projects
are to be implemented as part of the Airport Master Plan. Instead, the DEIR indicates that no
actual development projects are proposed at this time, and that the phasing of recommended
improvements would be adjusted to meet actual demand at the Santa Barbara Airport. Asa
result, the analysis of potential impacts for individual Airport Master Plan elements is deferred to
the actual project design phase.

Potential Project Impacts to Endangered Steelhead and Designated Critical Habitat

Juvenile steelhead commonly occur in California coastal estuaries like the Goleta Slough and can
be adversely affected by habitat impacts such as physical developments intruding into aquatic
environments, degradation of water quality through non-point discharges, or artificially induced
breaching of the seasonal sandbar that controls water levels (and water quality parameters such NMFS-4
as salinity) in the estuary.

Because of the Airports’ close proximity to Goleta Slough, implementing elements of the Airport
Master Plan has the potential to adversely impact designated steelhead critical habitats through
encroachment into riparian or aquatic habitats, and impact steelhead through modification of the
runoff and sandbar breaching patterns of the Goleta Slough.

NMFS’ Southern California Steelhead Recovery Plan identifies a number of systemic threats to
steelhead utilizing the Goleta Slough and its tributaries, including: 1) urban development, such as
roads and other paved areas, which can impact runoff patterns and non-point pollution discharges
to the aquatic habitats utilized by steelhead; 2) culverts and road crossings that impede fish
migration; 3) groundwater extractions which can reduce base flows and decrease water NMFS-5
availability to riparian vegetation; 4) flood-control activities (including artificial breaching of the
Goleta Slough mouth), which can alter natural-channel morphology, increase sedimentation, and
disrupt both aquatic and riparian vegetation; and, 5) agricultural developments, which can
increase sedimentation, alter natural runoff and streamflow patterns as well as introduce non-
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point sources of pollutants such as fertilizers and pesticides (NMFS 2012, Table 10-2, “Threat
source rankings in component watersheds in the Conception Coast BPG region”, p. 10-10).

Based on the results of the Airport Master Plan’s sea-level rise study and the annual need to
manage water surfaces elevations to prevent airport flooding, the DEIR should acknowledge the
potential adverse impacts on environmentally sensitive habitats (including designated critical

habitat for steelhead) as a result of artificially breaching the sand berm at the mouth of the Goleta

Slough to protect existing and potential future airport facilities and infrastructure (ESA 2015b;
see also, California Energy Commission 2012, Denka et al. 2015, and ESA 2015a). Appropriate
mitigation measures such as raising flood-prone structure or building flood walls around low
lying areas to avoid the need for breaching the Goleta Slough mouth should be identified in the
Final EIR and included in any final permits for specific components of the Airport Master Plan.

The effects of the projected development within the Goleta Slough area on runoff and waste
discharges to the estuary (and lower reaches of the various tributaries) should be recognized in
the Final EIR and appropriate mitigation measures such as oil and grease collection systems and
related maintenance procedures should be included in any final permits for specific components
of the Airport Master Plan.

The Southern California Steelhead Recovery Plan identifies a number of recovery actions
intended to address impacts from urban development within the watershed. These include the
following (Table 10-9, “Southern California Steelhead DPS Recovery Action Table for the
Goleta Slough Watershed (Conception Coast BPG)”, pp. 10-32 and 10-35):

GS-SCS-11.1. Develop and implement a plan to manage roadways adjacent to
riparian/floodplain corridors to reduce sedimentation, or other non-point pollution
sources, before it enters natural watercourses to protect all steelhead life history stages,
including adult and juvenile migration spawning, incubation and rearing habitats.

GS-SCS-11.2. Develop and implement plan to retrofit storm drains to filter runoff from
roadways to remove sediments and other non-point pollutants before it enters natural
watercourses to project all O. mykiss life history stages, including adult and juvenile
migration spawning, incubation and rearing habitats.

GS-SCS-13.1. Develop and implement land-use planning policies and development
standards that restrict further development in the flood plain/riparian corridor to protect
all O. mykiss life history stages, including adult and juvenile migration, spawning, and
incubation and rearing habitats.

GS-SCS-13.2. Develop and implement plan to retrofit storm drains in urban areas to
control sediment and other non-point pollutants in runoff from impervious services
before it enters natural watercourses to protect all O. mykiss life history stages, including
adult and juvenile migration spawning, incubation and rearing habitats.

GS-SCS-14.2. Review California Regional Water Quality Control Boards Regional
Plans, and Stormwater Permits, and modify to include specific provisions for the
protection of all O. mykiss life history stages, including adult and juvenile migration
spawning, incubation and rearing habitats.

The existing and projected areas of impermeable surface can affect the Goleta Slough’s sandbar
breaching pattern that is critical in controlling aquatic habitat conditions within the estuary (ESA
20154, Jacobs et al. 2011, Bond 2006, Bond et al. 2008, and Adam et al. 2001).

3

NMFS-5

(cont'd)

NMFS-6

NMFS-7

NMFS-8

NMFS-9
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The Southern California Steelhead Recovery Plan identifies a number of recovery actions
intended to address the management of the Goleta Slough estuary. These include the following
(Table 10-9, “Southern California Steelhead DPS Recovery Action Table for the Goleta Slough
Watershed (Conception Coast BPG)™, p. 10-34):

GS-SCS-12.1. Develop and implement restoration and management plan for the estuary.
To the maximum extent feasible, the plan should include restoring the physical
configuration, size and diversity of the wetland habitats, eliminating exotic species,
controlling artificial breaching of the sand bar, and establishing an effective buffer to
restore estuarine functions and promote O. mykiss use (including rearing and acclimation)
of the estuary.

GS-SCS-12.2. Review applicable County and/or City Local Coastal Plans and modify to
provide specific provisions for the protection of all O. mykiss life history stages,
including adult and juvenile migration, spawning, incubation and rearing habitats.

Finally, the Southern California Steelhead Recovery Plan identifies a “Critical Recovery Action™
for all Core 1 Populations in each BPG. The Critical Recovery Action for the “Goleta Slough
Complex™, which includes is tributary creeks, stipulates (Table 10-3, “Critical recovery actions
for Core 1 populations within the Conception Coast BPG”, p. 10-13):

“Modify road and railroad crossings and remove or modify flood-control channels and
grade control structures to allow natural migration of steelhead to upstream spawning and
rearing habitats and passage of smolts and kelts downstream to the estuary and the ocean.
Identify, protect, and where necessary restore estuarine and freshwater rearing habitats.
Develop restoration and management for the Goleta Slough Estuary to restore estuarine
functions.”

The assessment of the identified projects impacts on biological resources, including aquatic
resources such as steelhead, in the Airport Master Plan are based on incomplete and in some
cases inaccurate information. For example, the level, type, and timing of steelhead use of the
Goleta Slough is not based on actual monitoring using recognized surveying protocols, but rather
citations to other documents which themselves are not based on actual field investigations. As a
result, the Class II and Class III impacts are not adequately supported.

Because the DEIR relies on surveys conducted during an extended drought, the resulting
information is not representative of the full range of habitat conditions and habitat uses made by
various species, including listed or endangered species such as steelhead. The information
derived during drought conditions are useful in documenting extreme conditions, but are
woefully inadequate, if not misleading, for characterizing baseline conditions for biological
resources.

The DEIR included only cursory remarks about the steelhead use of the Goleta Slough, though it
is one of the largest estuaries in the southern California steelhead DPS and serves as both an
entrance and exit to the several steelhead spawning and rearing tributaries of the Goleta Slough
watershed. The final EIR should refer to the specific contemporary observations of steelhead
(both adults and juveniles) that have been made by NMFS and California Department of Fish
and Wildlife personnel since the species was listed as federally endangered in 1997 (Becker and
Reining 2008, National Marine Fisheries Service 2001, 2005, 2008a, 2008b, 2009a, 2009b, 2013,
2014, 2015).

NMFS-10

NMFS-11

NMFS-12

NMFS-13
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While the DEIR indicates that the Goleta Slough mouth is outside of the study area, the DEIR
includes artificial breaching of the slough mouth as a management strategy and discusses the
related implications for a variety of species which are affected by such operations, including
individual species of plants, birds, and fish (e.g., pp. 4-32 through 4-33, B-9 through B-24, B-59,
B-115). Management of the Goleta Slough mouth also has implications for the vulnerability of
the proposed and existing Santa Barbara Airport facilities stemming from sea-level rise, and the
seasonal increase in estuarine water levels resulting from the seasonal closure of the Goleta
Slough mouth. Because of these interrelated issues the Goleta Slough mouth should be included

in the study area. —

The DEIR contains only general statements regarding impacts to special status species such as
steelhead, and related mitigation measures; it does not address the specific potential impacts (e.g.
intrusion into Tecolotito Creek, increased urban runoff, and artificial breaching of the Goleta
Slough mouth to regulate water levels within the Goleta Slough to protect airport facilities and
infrastructure from seasonal flooding). These issues should be addressed more fully and
potential mitigation measures identified in the final EIR.

Finally, the DEIR appears to assume that if individual project impacts to the Goleta Slough are
adequately mitigated, “cumulative impacts would be as well”. This logic ignores the potential
synergistic effects of individual projects, and has the effect of avoiding a meaningful cumulative
impacts analysis. For example, the cumulative impacts of increased impermeable surfaces
associated with certain proposed project elements and projected sea-level rise or artificial breach
of the Goleta Slough mouth, on water quality in the Goleta Slough cannot be treated separately
to produce reliable findings.

Specific Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report

Special-Status Species
P.4-22

The DEIR indicates that steelhead “may occasionally pass through Goleta Slough in transit to
upstream spawning areas.” This characterization of the steelhead use of Goleta Slough is
inaccurate in several respects and the final EIR should be corrected in this regard. First, it should
be noted that the Goleta Slough is the sole point of entrance, and exit for steelhead using the
tributaries to the Goleta Slough watershed. The frequency that adult or juvenile steelhead pass
through the Goleta Slough has not been monitored, but based on contemporary observation of
adults in the tributaries of San Pedro, Atascadero, and Maria Y gnacio creeks, and the persistent
presence of juveniles O. mykiss rearing in the major spawning and rearing tributaries in the
Goleta Slough watershed, steelhead likely transit the Goleta Slough annually. However, the
exact numbers (of both adults and juveniles) cannot be known without annual monitoring using
accepted protocols (see NMFS 2016, pp. 22-26). Second, Goleta Slough is not used solely for
transit between the ocean and the upstream spawning and rearing tributaries. Adults may also
use the estuary as over-summering refugia (most frequently as spawned out kelts), and juveniles
may also use the estuary for rearing. This last function of the estuary is of particular importance
because the availability of abundant food sources for juveniles can support accelerated growth,
and subsequent increased ocean survival of steelhead smolts; juvenile use of estuaries typically

increases when the sand berm closes the estuary mouth and mildly brackish or freshwater

5

NMFS-14

NMFS-15

NMFS-16

City of Santa Barbara B-27 Final Program EIR



conditions develop within the estuary (Bond 2006, Bond et al. 2008, Kelley 2008, Atkinson
2010, Hayes, et al. 2011).

P.4-22

The DEIR indicates that:

“Adult steelhead occurrence in the Goleta Slough is limited to periods when the estuary
is open and water depths in the river allow adults to use it as a migration corridor to the
upper watershed.”

This characterization of steelhead use of Goleta Slough is also inaccurate. As noted above,
adults may also use the estuary as over-summering refugia (most frequently as spawned out
kelts); this use of the Goleta Slough is not limited to periods when the estuary is open, but may
occur after the estuary mouth is closed and adults emigrating as kelts are unable to exit the
watershed to the ocean (NMFS 2013, 2008a).

Open Water
P. 4-25

The DEIR indicates that:

“Although this species [steelhead] is not known to occur in Carneros Creek, suitable
spawning habitat is present upstream, and steelhead would have to travel through the
lower reaches of the stream, within the biological study area.”

As noted above, there is no regular monitoring of steelhead within the Goleta Slough watershed
(NMFS 2016, see p. 34). Without adequate monitoring it is not possible to quantitatively
characterize the steelhead use of the various spawning and rearing tributaries to the Goleta
Slough. —

City Coastal Plan: Airport and Goleta Slough. LCP Policies Regarding Biological Resources,
Santa Barbara Airport

P. 4-30

Policy C-16. Indicates that:

“Construction activities related to Tecolotito Creek realignment shall minimize
extensive stream diversions and shall minimize potential impacts to steelhead.
Construction of the new creek channel shall be completed prior to connecting with the
exiting channel and final diversion of stream flow into the new creek channel shall be
conducted only between July 15 and October 1 of any given year to avoid the migration
period of steelhead.”

As noted above, Tecolotito Creek is one of the tributaries to the Goleta Slough that is included in
the critical habitat designations for the endangered Southern California Steelhead DPS.
Steelhead may be present in Tecolotito Creek outside the indicated migration window, either as

kelts or as rearing juveniles.

NMFS-16
(cont'd)

NMFS-17

NMFS-18
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Project-Specific Impacts
Impacts to Adjacent Creeks
P. 4-37

Impact BIO-3

The DEIR indicates that:

“The Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project is in proximity to Carneros Creek.” and “It
[steelhead] is not known to occur in Tecolotito or Carneros Creeks, but suitable
spawning habitat is present upstream.”

See above comments (P. 4-25) regarding Carneros Creek, and Policy C-16 regarding Tecolotito
Creek.

Wildlife Hazard Assessment at the Santa Barbara Airport

B-9,P.3

The potential impacts of artificial breaching the mouth of Goleta Slough are integral to the
environmental assessment of the DEIR for the Airport Master Plan. Therefore, the Final EIR
should incorporate the results from the study of the breaching impacts on the endangered
Southern California Steelhead DPS previously identified by NMFS.

B-10,P. 4

The DEIR indicates that:

“ Twice subsequently [to 2013] emergency permits have been obtained to breach the
slough mouth when rising waters threatened to flood SBA [Santa Barbara Airport] and
surrounding areas. SBA initiated a project to study effects of water levels on steelhead
and the tidewater goby (Eucyclobius newberryi), . . . as well as on bird-strike hazards.
Until a final plan for managing the sough mouth is devised, the nature of the bird strike
hazard going forward at SBA cannot be precisely known.”

As noted above, the Final EIR should incorporate the results from the study of the breaching
impacts on the endangered Southern California Steelhead DPS.

2.3.1 Open Water
B-17,P. 11

The DEIR notes that:

“SBFFCD’s [Santa Barbara County Flood Control District] permits to maintain the
slough mouth expired in late 2012, and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)
indicated that mechanical breaching of the slough could not continue under any new
permits without an assessment of potential impacts to southern steelhead, federally

listed as endangered.”

NMFS-19

NMFS-20
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The impacts of breaching Goleta Slough are integral to the environmental assessment of the
DEIR for the Airport Master Plan, and the Final EIR should incorporate the results of the study
of the impacts of breaching the slough mouth on the endangered Southern California Steelhead
DPS.

2.4.2.2 Goleta Slough Mouth Management

B-22,P. 16 NMFS-20

See comments above under Wildlife Hazard Assessment at the Santa Barbara Airport (B-9, B- (contd)
10) and Open Water (B-17).

2.4.2.3 Goleta Slough Management Committee Sea-Level Rise Study and Existing Conditions

B-24, Pp. 17-18.

See comments above regarding B-10.
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Response to Recirculated Draft Program EIR - Letter 6

U.S. Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)

Dated September 6, 2016

NMFS-1: This comment summarizes the points raised in the body of the letter.

Response: Comment noted. Refer to the responses to the remainder of the comments contained
in this letter.

NMFS-2: This comment provides background information on the Goleta Slough, its relationship
to the federally-endangered southern California steelhead, and the Slough and its tributaries
as designated critical steelhead habitat. It also provides background information on the Goleta
Slough watershed as a designated Core-1 Population in the Southern California Steelhead
Recovery Plan (NMFS 2012).

Response: Comment noted.

NMFS-3: This comment summarizes the main elements of the proposed Airport Master Plan
and correctly states that “no actual development projects are proposed at this time.”
Response: Comment noted.

NMFS-4: This comment summarizes the main premise of the letter - that potential impacts to
critical steelhead habitat could occur as a result of implementation of the proposed Airport
Master Plan due to the Airport’s close proximity to the Goleta Slough. Specific points of this
premise are contained in the remainder of the letter.

Response: Comment noted. Specific responses to individual points are provided in later
responses.

NMFS-5: This comment lists systematic threats to steelhead using the Goleta Slough and its

tributaries as identified in the Southern California Steelhead Recovery Plan (NMFS 2012).

Response: Comment noted.
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NMFS-6: This comment states that based on a sea-level rise study and annual need to manage
water surface elevations to prevent airport flooding effects, the EIR should identify impacts to
designated critical steelhead habitat as a result of artificially breaching the sand berm at the
mouth of the Goleta Slough. This comment concludes that the Airport Master Plan Program
EIR should identify mitigation measures to address this existing situation.

Response: The sea-level rise study on Goleta Slough was part of the Goleta Slough Management
Committee’s (GSMC) recently completed Goleta Slough Area Sea Level Rise and Management
Plan (Slough Management Plan) (GSMC 2015) and was used as a source information for
discussion purposes in the Final Program EIR for the Master Plan. The Final Program EIR identifies
the use of Slough channels by southern California steelhead, and that no direct impacts to these
channels or their tributaries will occur as a result of Master Plan implementation. In addition,
the proposed Master Plan will have little effect on the current flood management practices at
the Airport, including the artificial breaching of the Goleta Slough mouth sand berm.

NMFS-7: This comment states that the Program EIR should recognize the potential for runoff
and waste discharges to the Goleta Slough from future Master Plan projects and identify
appropriate mitigation measures to be included in any final permits for future projects.

Response: Section 4.2.4 of the Final Program EIR (Impact BIO-3) addresses potential indirect
impacts to creeks in proximity to development areas identified in the Master Plan and describes
the creeks as potential habitat for tidewater gobies and southern California steelhead. This
section of the Program EIR also identifies the existing water quality management plans approved
by the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) that are in place at the
Airport to protect water quality. (See also Section 4.5.2 of the Final Program EIR, where more
detailed discussion of the policies and plans in place to protect water quality in the Slough is
provided.)

Based on existing regulatory oversight of Airport runoff discharges, the Final Program EIR
concludes that indirect impacts to protected species within Carneros Creek, which will be the
closest aquatic resource to future Master Plan projects (approximately 250 feet), are less than
significant (Result BIO-3). All future Master Plan projects will be required by the RWQCB and City
permits to implement all applicable water quality permit conditions.

NMFS-8: This comment lists a number of recovery actions contained in the Southern California
Steelhead Recovery Plan (NMFS 2012) intended to address impacts from urban development
within the watershed. Included are actions to develop and implement plans to manage
pollution from roadways, retrofit storm drains, restrict further development in the flood
plain/riparian corridor, and modify provisions within RWQCB permits and regional plans.

Response: The actions promoted in the Southern California Steelhead Recovery Plan (Recovery
Plan) (NMFS 2012) are beyond the scope of the proposed Airport Master Plan, which is an
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updated facilities plan required by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) to help direct a
capital improvement program at an airport that meets Federal grant assurances. It does not
direct RWQCB actions or airport-wide storm drain maintenance or improvements. The proposed
Master Plan also does not involve roadways or development within riparian corridors. The
Master Plan does limit development within sensitive habitats and provides for drainage and
water quality protection consistent with objectives of the Recovery Plan.

NMFS-9: This comment states that existing and projected airport impermeable surfaces can
affect the Goleta Slough’s sandbar breaching pattern.

Response: Section 4.5.4 (Impact and Result HYD-1) of the Final Program EIR discusses future
increases in impermeable surfaces due to Master Plan implementation. Based on existing
regulations, on-site capture, retention, and treatment of storm water must be incorporated into
the design of development projects.

NMFS-10: This comment lists a number of recovery actions contained in the Southern California
Steelhead Recovery Plan (NMFS 2012) intended to address the management of the Goleta
Slough estuary.

Response: As previously stated in response to comment NMFS-8, the actions promoted in the
Southern California Steelhead Recovery Plan (NMFS 2012) are beyond the scope of the proposed
Airport Master Plan. In addition, the City is only one of many stakeholders who participate in the
management of the Slough. In addition to the advisory role of the GSMC, the United States Fish
and Wildlife Service, the California Coastal Commission, the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife, and the Central Coast RWQCB all have potential regulatory authority over resources
within the Slough. FAA has Federal oversight over management of the Airport and its safety. The
County of Santa Barbara and the University of California, Santa Barbara, as adjacent land owners
also have a vested interest in the Slough management.

NMFS-11: This comment states that the Program EIR does not contain information based on
actual monitoring of aquatic resources using recognized survey protocols, but rather bases its
information on other published documents.

Response: Comment noted. The source of information for discussion of the potential presence
of southern California steelhead within the Slough is the Goleta Slough Area Sea Level Rise and
Management Plan (GSMC 2015). Since no physical impacts to Goleta Slough channels and
tributary creeks will occur as a result of Master Plan implementation, no steelhead surveys were
conducted. The potential for steelhead within these areas was presumed and indirect impacts
addressed accordingly.
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NMFS-12: This comment states that the information within the Program EIR is not
representative of the full range of habitat conditions and habitat uses because its biological
surveys were conducted during an extended drought.

Response: Wetland and sensitive-species surveys of the Goleta Slough used in this Program EIR
were conducted in 2012 as part of the Master Plan resources inventory, and occurred before the
most recent drought was in full effect. The Notice of Preparation for this Program EIR was issued
in 2014. However, because this was a year of drought conditions, earlier surveys prior to the
drought were used.

NMFS-13: This comment states that the Program EIR contains only “cursory remarks” about
the steelhead usage of the Goleta Slough.

Response: Comment noted. See Responses to Comments NMFS-6 and NMFS-11.

NMFS-14: This comment states that the Program EIR includes artificial breaching of the Slough
mouth as a management strategy and refers to pages 4-32 through 4-33 and Appendix B of the
Recirculated Draft Program EIR.

Response: This comment refers to a discussion of the Airport’s draft Wildlife Hazard
Management Plan (WHMP) (2008) on pages 4-32 and 4-23 of the Recirculated Draft Program EIR
and a Wildlife Hazard Assessment (WHA) prepared in 2016, which was appended to the
Recirculated Draft Program EIR as a reference document (see also response to comment NMFS-
20). The Final Program EIR has been revised to discuss the final WHMP approved by FAA in 2017.
Discussion of the WHMP within the Program EIR is within the context of Applicable Plans and
Policies (Section 4.2.2) related to biological resources.

NMFS-15: This comment states that the Program EIR’s discussion of steelhead is too general
and does not address cumulative impacts adequately.

Response: Refer to Responses to Comments NMFS-6 and 7. Since no direct impacts to steelhead
habitat will occur as a result of Master Plan implementation, and potential indirect impacts,
including cumulative impacts, related to water quality degradation are addressed and monitored
through existing approved storm water quality management plans, storm water pollution
prevention plans, and water quality permits, these potential impacts are considered less than
significant.

NMFS-16: This comment provides information to enhance and correct the information
provided in the Recirculated Draft Program EIR (Section 4.2.1, page 4-22) regarding the use of
the Goleta Slough and its tributaries by southern California steelhead.
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Response: Comment noted. The Final Program EIR has been revised to incorporate the additional
information.

NMFS-17: This comment states that without regular, adequate monitoring, it is not possible to
guantitatively characterize the steelhead use of the various spawning and rearing tributaries
to the Slough.

Response: Comment noted.

NMFS-18: This comment states that Tecolotito Creek is one of the tributaries to the Slough that
is included in the critical habitat designations for the southern California steelhead distinct
population segment (DPS) and that steelhead may be present in the creek outside the indicated
migration window, either as kelts or as rearing juveniles.

Response: Comment noted.

NMFS-19: This comment refers to text in the Recirculated Draft Program EIR (Impact BIO-3),
which states that steelhead is “not known to occur within Tecolotito or Carneros Creeks, but
suitable spawning habitat is present upstream” in light of previous comments NMFS-17 and
NMFS-18.

Response: Comment noted. The text within the Final Program EIR has been revised to indicate
that regular monitoring of these creeks for steelhead has not occurred. The conclusion of Impact
BIO-3, as stated in Result BIO-3, which is that “there is no construction activity planned in close
proximity to creeks located on or near the Airport as a result of the Master Plan” remains
accurate and does not need revision. Discussion of indirect impacts from storm water run-off is
also unchanged. However, Tecolotito Creek has been added to the list of creeks related to the
discussion.

NMFS-20: These comments are on the text of the Wildlife Hazard Assessment (Dudek et al.
2016), which was appended to the Recirculated Draft EIR as a source document containing
recent wildlife surveys and data for the Airport.

Response: The Airport’s Wildlife Hazard Assessment is not a part of the Airport Master Plan. It
was appended to the Recirculated Draft EIR to incorporate recent biological information that

became available after the release of the Draft Program EIR.

See also Responses to Comments NMFS-6, -9, and -14 regarding artificial breaching of the Goleta
Slough mouth. No further response is necessary.
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LETTER 7

W

©7® : PO Box 5508

( ‘ Santa Barbara Audubon Society Santa Beroars CA 83150
) A Chapter of the National Audubon Society www.santabarbaraaudubon.org

September 8, 2016

City of Santa Barbara Planning Division
Attention: Andrew Bermond, AICP
P.O. Box 1990

Santa Barbara, CA 93102-19900
ABermond@SantaBarbaraCA.gov

RE: Comments on Recirculated Draft Airport Master Plan Environmental Impact Report

The Santa Barbara Audubon Society (SBAS) is a chapter of the National Audubon Society with over 1100
members in the Santa Barbara area. The mission of the SBAS is to help conserve and restore the earth’s
natural ecosystems and improve its biological diversity, principally in the Santa Barbara area, and to connect
people to birds and nature through education, science-based projects and advocacy.

SBAS has long been involved in the Goleta Slough ecosystem, providing representatives to the Goleta Slough
Management Committee, spearheading and participating in restoration projects within the Slough, and leading
outreach activities in the Slough ecosystem. Many of our members frequently use Goleta Slough (GS) for their
recreational activities. We appreciate the opportunity to offer comments on the Recirculated Draft Airport
Master Plan (AMP) Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR).

General comments:

SBAS filed a letter containing comments on the initial AMP DEIR on October 30, 2015. SBAS was
disappointed that the RDEIR did not address many of its original concerns, including the inadequacy of
analysis of the environmental impacts of the proposed AMP update. Because SBAS’s initial concerns will be _
addressed in the Final AMP EIR, SBAS concentrates here on additional concerns about the AMP and RDEIR. 7]
Of particular concern are the inadequacy of analysis on AMP impacts on important upland habitats and their
wildlife, problems with inconsistencies and inadequacies in the mapping of Slough vegetation types, the
uncertain feasibility and effectiveness of proposed mitigation measures, violations of Title 14 provisions for
state Ecological Reserves, inconsistencies with provisions of the Santa Barbara General Plan/Local Coastal
Plan and California Coastal Act, and inadequacies in the analysis of AMP alternatives. RDEIR-identified Class
IT impacts for BIO 1, 2, and 4 are not justified by the data or analyses and should be categorized as Class I, as
outlined below. —
Further, the AMP is based on outdated and inaccurate FAA projections and there are no analyses of the safety
and efficiency impacts of AMP components. Because the Airport lies entirely within a 100-year floodplain and
parts of the Airport lie along floodways, and in light of projected sea level rise, the City of Santa Barbara needs
to decide if it wants to devote more taxpayer money and airport revenues for plan provisions that are not
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needed, have significant impacts on the Goleta Slough ecosystem, and will constitute significant drains on
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public resources in the future.
Impacts of the proposed Taxiway H extension on the Goleta Slough ecosystem

Inadequacies in assessments of AMP impacts on upland habitats and species.

Because over 90% of coastal California wetlands have been lost, there are numerous local, state, and federal
provisions for protecting the fragile remaining wetlands and the native species they support. Although it has
been greatly reduced and modified by Santa Barbara Airport’s development and management, Goleta Slough
remains the largest estuary on the South Coast, supports some of the most extensive coastal wetlands in
southern California, and provides many ecosystem services and a home for a diversity of sensitive habitats and
species. In recognition of these considerations, City Airport/Slough LCP Conservation Element policies state
that “Goleta Slough shall be preserved and restored as a coastal wetland ecosystem’ and that the “habitats of
rare and endangered species shall be preserved”.

A healthy estuarine ecosystem requires a diversity of habitats, including uplands, channels, mud flats, and
temporary and permanent wetlands supporting a high diversity of vegetation types and associated wildlife that
use these habitats for breeding, nesting, resting, foraging, and migration. In the context of the proposed
Taxiway H, the impacts on upland habitat will be severe, contradicting Santa Barbara General Plan (GP)/Local
Coastal Plan (LCP) provisions for protecting a diversity of habitats (ER 12) and the RDEIR’s statement that
transitional and upland habitats are important in sustaining Slough functioning and species diversity (p. 4-38).

In general, then, the RDEIR’s analysis of the proposed Taxiway H impact on upland habitats and species is
inadequate. Upland habitats are important because they support sensitive species and constitute refuges during
floods and sea level rise. Further, it is particularly important that upland habitat occurs close to wetlands to
fulfill these functions, but the amount of upland habitat is dwindling because areas adjacent to the Slough have
been, and continue to be, developed. As a consequence, SBAS emphasizes the importance of maintaining
upland habitats within the Slough’s area. —

Further, the RDEIR fails to adequately address the impacts of the proposed Taxiway H on upland species and
their habitats, despite our comments about these species in SBAS’s response to the initial DEIR. In our
original comments, we recommended that the DEIR do a detailed analysis of the impacts of the AMP on a list
of bird species, but this analysis was not done in the RDEIR. AMP impacts on upland species, such as Horned
Larks (declining species, locally rare) and Burrowing Owls (State Species of Special Concern) could be severe_|
and some of these species, such as Horned Larks, commonly occur in the Slough (e.g., see RDEIR Appendix ]
B). In addition, the proposed Taxiway H area constitutes important raptor foraging and migration habitat,
including habitat for Fully Protected Species (White-tailed Kites, Peregrine Falcons (see Appendix B)) and
Species of Special Concern (Northern Harrier). The RDEIR acknowledges that raptors have nested in the
willows lining Los Carneros Creek. Research on the White-tailed Kite shows that nesting birds require open
foraging habitat in close proximity to nesting sites (usually within 0.25 mile, up to 0.5 mile) emphasizing the
importance of the Taxiway H area as foraging habitat for both nesting and migrating raptors. Further, because
large areas of open space have been lost to rapid development in the Goleta area, raptor foraging and migration
habitat has become limited, emphasizing the importance of remaining upland, open space areas, such as the
Taxiway H area, for raptors. Given the importance of upland habitats to the functioning of a healthy estuarine
ccosystem and the cumulative loss of raptor foraging habitat in the Goleta area, the BIO 1 and 2 impacts should
be Class I, not Class II. —
Although the RDEIR states that the BIO 2 impacts are reduced by the Airport’s Wildlife Hazards Management
Program (WHMP), the WHMP, itself, is in violation of numerous local, state, and federal provisions for the
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protection of wildlife species and is more extensive than warranted by the wildlife risks incurred (see below).
Although an Airport WHMP is required by the FAA, the proposed specific provisions of the WHMP are at the
discretion of the Airport, subject to the approval of the FAA. SBAS contends that aspects of the WHMP are not
warranted, that WHMP development and implementation should be guided by wildlife biologists from
regulatory agencies (e.g., CDFW, US FWS), and that current practices damage natural resources and sensitive
species that local, state, and federal agencies are pledged to protect. The persistent sightings of raptors in
Goleta Slough, including the Taxiway H arca, shows that this is important raptor habitat, despite the damages
caused by the WHMP. The Airport and Goleta Slough LCP states that the White-tailed Kite is the most
frequently observed raptor species in Goleta Slough (p. 3-14).

Inadequacies in the map depicting vegetation types in Goleta Slough.
The RDEIR minimizes the value of the Taxiway H area by stating that it is covered by fill or brome grassland.
Above, we argue that upland grassland habitat is important for some sensitive species and should be protected
as an integral part of the Goleta Slough ecosystem. In addition, it is not at all clear that the vegetation types in
the Taxiway H area are accurately mapped. The RDEIR, itself, recognizes the shortcomings of its mapping of
vegetation types in Goleta Slough, because surveys were only conducted in two months of a drought year,
because standard methods were not used, and because the consultant did not have access to some Slough areas.
In addition, the map of vegetation types in the RDEIR does not agree with all previous vegetation maps that
have been produced, including the vegetation map included in the 2015 Goleta Slough Area Sea Level Rise and
Management Plan (GSASLR & MP, Fig. 3-1, also see the 1988 MOU between the California Department of
Fish and Game (now Wildlife), the 1997 Airport Safety Area Grading Project Initial Report, and the City of
Santa Barbara Coastal Plan, Airport and Goleta Slough (LCP)). These maps show wetlands in the eastern part
of the Taxiway H area (such as salt grass and salt flats) and, in some cascs, a sagebrush series in the west.
Although changes in vegetation mapping may have accrued from the relocation of Tecolotito and Carneros
Creeks, the aforementioned map in the 2015 GSASLR & MP shows the realigned Tecolotito and Carneros
Creeks, as well as wetlands in the proposed Taxiway H area. SBAS recognizes that the distribution of
vegetation types in the Slough will vary with climatic and inundation conditions, particularly in a system where
a few centimeters difference in elevation can have a large effect on vegetation formations. The RDEIR, itself,
indicates that jurisdictional wetlands could well be present in the Taxiway H area.

Because the RDEIR did not consider inter-annual and seasonal variation in vegetation distributions, did not
attempt to synthesize the results of previous mapping exercises, and based its maps on a very limited survey,
the RDEIR s analysis of vegetation distributions is inadequate. These analyses of vegetation maps, however,
are very important, even at a programmatic, conceptual level, because they allow the impacts of the AMP and
congruency with LCP policies (C-4, C-8, C-9, C-11) to be evaluated and the general adequacy of mitigation
measures to be assessed, particularly because mitigation ratios depend critically on vegetation types (LCP C-

AUD-40
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Inconsistencies with management and land use restrictions associated with the Goleta Slough Ecological
Reserve, with the City of Santa Barbara’s General Plan and Local Coastal Plan, the California Coastal Act,
and the Goleta Slough Environmental Management Plan.

The RDEIR recognizes that the proposed Taxiway H and adjacent safety areas would violate numerous
provisions of the Santa Barbara GP/LCP (e.g., Policy 1.2, C-4, 8,9, 11, 15) and California Coastal Act (CCA
30001.5a, 30240). For example, CCA Sections 30001.5 and 30240 address the State’s intent to protect and
maintain the environmental quality, natural resources, and habitat values of the coastal zone through judicious
management of this zone and adjacent areas. As a consequence, the construction of Taxiway H would require
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GP/LCP amendments, a Coastal Development Permit, and many tiers of approval, including by the California
Coastal Commission.

The Taxiway H arca lies largely within the Goleta Slough Ecological Reserve (GSEMP), which contains a total
of 34 acres under direct CDFW ownership and 400 acres owned by the City but managed under a binding
cooperative agreement between the City and the CDFW (see LCP C-1. Note: City and CDFW maps do not
agree on boundaries and acreage of the GSER, which needs to be rectified). Under California Code of
Regulations, Title 14, Division 1, Subdivision 2, Chapter 11 and California Ecological Reserves Act of 1968
provisions, the purposes of State Ecological Reserves are to protect threatened and endangered native plants,
wildlife, aquatic organisms, and specialized terrestrial or aquatic habitat types. The analyses outlined above
and in the RDEIR, however, show that the construction and use of the proposed Taxiway H extension would
violate the purpose and acceptable uses for Ecological Reserves. —
Besides the impacts of Taxiway H development on important habitats and sensitive species, the provisions of
the current Wildlife Hazards Management Plan (WHMP, apparently a 2008 draft whose FAA approval status is
unknown) and recommendations of the Wildlife Hazards Assessment (WHA, App. B) violate numerous
GP/LCP policies, Coastal Act sections, state and federal statutes regarding wildlife and bird protections, and
the intent and management of state Ecological Reserves. The analysis of the WHMP is part and parcel of
cvaluations of the AMP and its DEIRs, because of WHMP impacts on natural resources and sensitive species,
with WHMP activities potentially increasing with the construction and maintenance of the Taxiway H
extension and its safety areas. The RDEIR recognizes the importance of the WHMP as a key component of
the Airport Master Plan, both by discussing it and by including the WHA as RDEIR Appendix B. In general,
WHMP activities, including mowing, soil disturbance, the taking (killing, trapping) of migratory birds or
wildlife species, use of pesticides, and hazing programs are not allowed inside Ecological Reserves. Asa
consequence, the City of Santa Barbara through its Airport WHMP has violated many of the underlying terms
associated with its co-operative agreement and the restrictions associated with state Ecological Reserves.

The original 1988 MOU between the City and the CDFW for the Ecological Reserve did stipulate that mowing
would be allowed within areas of the GSER, but with the avoidance of wetlands. The MOU, however, shows
the presence of wetlands within the Taxiway H area, where mowing was to be avoided; however, the Airport
subsequently mowed most of the area between the current Runway 7-25 and Carneros Creek, abrogating the
terms of the MOU as well as AMP provisions to limit mowing to limited distances from taxiways and runways
(within 135 feet of paved surfaces, Title 29, Airport Zoning, 29.25.40 A-2). Ecological Reserves also do not
allow the harassment, killing, or trapping of wildlife, but the WHMP provides for all of these activities,
depending on the hazard assessments of a Patrol Officer or Operations staff; however, it is not clear how
Airport personnel arrive at their assessments and decide to take action, and how often and where these actions
have occurred. Because depredation permits are often short-term (e. g., 10 days for CDFW)), it is unclear if
Airport personnel can obtain permits in time to address short-term wildlife hazard problems or if they abide by
the provisions (e.g., time limits) of depredation permits. We applaud the WHA recommendations for the
Airport to hire a qualified Wildlife Coordinator and for detailed, systematic record keeping of wildlife hazard
actions, which has been lacking. Although the WHA calls for the creation of a Wildlife Hazards Management
Group, this group would be composed entirely of Airport personnel and does not include any wildlife biologists
from regulatory agencies (CDFW, US FWS). The Airport’s outdoor rodent control program has the potential
to violate many local, state, and federal regulations. Although rodent control measures are included as an
ongoing component of the WHMP (Table 4F in the original DEIR), the WHA (Appendix B in the RDEIR) is
strangely silent about this component of the WHMP. To evaluate the impacts of this program as an element of
the AMP, the EIR needs to provide much more detailed information about the methods, location, extent,

frequency, and impacts of rodent control activities.
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SBAS is also concerned about other provisions or recommendations of the WHMP/WHA, including the
maintenance of perimeter fences that inhibit wildlife migration and the replanting of restoration areas with
plants unattractive to wildlife. Although the CDFW expressed concerns about the maintenance of perimeter
fences, which were mentioned in the RDEIR, the RDEIR needs to specify how CDFW concerns were
integrated into plans for perimeter fence management. Further, the native plants used in restoration efforts
should be tailored to the environmental conditions present at that site, because each plant species is adapted to a
specific set of hydrological, inundation, chemical, and edaphic conditions. To stipulate that plants must be
selected to minimize attractiveness to wildlife abrogates every principle of sound restoration ecology,
decreasing the value of restoration efforts for the entire ecosystem by excluding key wildlife species and
reducing the diversity and functions of a healthy ecosystem.

The WHMP is included in the AMP and its DEIRs (WHA, Appendix B in RDEIR) and is a key element of the
current AMP, which will likely be affected by the proposed Taxiway H extension. As a consequence, the
WHMP and its provisions need to be carefully evaluated as part of the EIR because of its impacts on wildlife, a
key natural, public trust resource protected by the State of California. Problematically, the WHMP and WHA
were not presented to, or discussed by, the Goleta Slough Management Committee, which is charged with
providing for a healthy Goleta Slough ecosystem (Policy P-1). The current WHMP appears to violate
numerous wildlife protection statutes and regulations, and should be carefully overhauled with advice from
wildlife biologists from regulatory agencies (CDFW, US FWS). For example, CDFW Code, Article 8,
Sections 3470-3472.2, which deals specifically with balancing wildlife protection with airport operations,
indicate that the current Airport WHMP is not consistent with reporting requirements and provisions
prohibiting the take of fully protected species. In general, the WHMP undermines efforts of regulatory and
advisory personnel to create a healthy, functioning ecosystem, often harming the very species that wildlife
protection statutes and regulatory agencies strive to protect. Further, the federal Office of Inspector General
issued a 2012 report alleging that the FAA had been negligent in its oversight of Wildlife Hazard Mitigation
programs (https://www.oig.dot.gov/sites/default/files/wildlife%20report.pdf), casting doubt on the sensitivity,
validity, and effectiveness of this whole program.

To put wildlife hazard risks into context, per capita risks for human mortality caused by aircraft bird strikes are
much lower than per capita mortality risks attributable to lightning or bee stings. Further, aircraft accidents are
generally attributed to pilot error or mechanical failure, with wildlife strikes constituting a minor fraction of the
total, Air travel is much safer, per mile, than other types of transportation, emphasizing the low risk of damage
caused by aircraft wildlife strikes. Although it could be argued that it is precisely the existence of WHMPs that
result in low wildlife strike damage, wildlife hazard risks need to be carefully balanced against impacts on
native, sensitive, and protected species, particularly in habitats as sensitive as Goleta Slough, following FAA,
Title 49, US Code 47101(a)(b). The current WHMP and recently-completed WHA do not appear to
effectively balance these twin needs.

Inadequacies in impact analyses and proposed mitigations for habitat loss and sensitive species responses

Possible mitigations for the impacts of the proposed Taxiway H extension on sensitive bird species are
inadequate. Although the RDEIR contains provisions for surveying, monitoring, and avoiding nesting birds
during construction, it does not guard against impacts on nesting birds during routine operations or
maintenance activities. Further, RDEIR mitigations concentrate on AMP impacts on nesting birds; however,
all life history stages, including adults and juveniles, of migratory species covered under the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act of 1918 and of state-listed endangered or fully protected species must be protected. The RDEIR
also was negligent in not delineating areas that needed to be surveyed for nesting birds. If bird breeding
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seasons cannot be avoided, CDFW policy for CDFW Code 3503 (and 3503.5), which protects nests and eggs,
stipulates that non-disturbed buffers of 500 feet for nesting raptors and 300 feet for other nesting native birds
should be maintained. As a consequence, all arcas up to 500 fect from the proposed Taxiway H construction
and operation zone need to be surveyed and monitored for raptor nests (300 feet for nests of other birds) during
the breeding season, encompassing Carneros Creek’s riparian zone, which lies 250 feet from the proposed -
Taxiway H. A related inadequacy is that the RDEIR does not address the impacts of noise or light levels on
wildlife or bird species, either during the construction of the proposed Taxiway H or during normal Airport
operational and maintenance activities.

As analyzed above and in the RDEIR, the proposed Taxiway H and its safety areas potentially violate
numerous provisions of the Santa Barbara GP/LCP (Policy 1.1, ER 12, C-1, 4, 10, 11, 15; Airport Zoning LCP
29.25.030) and Coastal Act (30001.5), as well as the co-operative binding agreement between the City of Santa
Barbara and the CDFW (LCP C-1). Although the LCP must be consistent with the Goleta Slough —
Environmental Ecosystem Plan (GSEMP, C-10), the proposed Taxiway H contradicts many guidelines in the ]
2015 Goleta Slough Sea Level Rise/Management Plan (most recent GSEMP). Although LU/mm-2 proposes
doing a detailed analysis of AMP consistency with the GSEMP at the project level in the future, this analysis
should be done in the AMP’s EIR, because the GSEMP is largely a programmatic document, warranting a
programmatic congruency analysis between the AMP and GSEMP at this time. In fact, there are numerous
conceptual, programmatic analyses that can and should be done in the EIR to check for general congruency
between the AMP and local, state, and federal plans, regulations, statutes, or ordinances, rather than “kicking
the can down the road” to defer such analyses and proposed mitigations to specific projects, obviating aspects
of LU/mm-1. _

SBAS’s position, then, is that plans for the proposed Taxiway H extension should be abandoned because of its
extensive environmental impacts on a sensitive, protected ecosystem and because alternatives can address
many safety concerns without compromising the environmental integrity of the Slough (see below). We note
that about 90% of the 12.4 acre footprint for Taxiway H lies within the Goleta Slough Ecological Reserve
(GSER). Instead of abandoning Taxiway H plans, however, the AMP proposes to mitigate environmental
damages accruing from the construction and use of the Taxiway H extension by trading the Taxiway H area
inside the GSER for undeveloped arecas elsewhere in the Slough. Partly towards this end, the RDEIR proposes
4 mitigation areas (MAs) within Goleta Slough; however, MAs 1 and 2 already lie entirely within the GSER
and approximately 2 — 3 acres of MAs 3 and 4 also lie within the GSER (these 2 — 3 acres were already
restored as mitigation for work in Airport safety areas, 1997), leaving 21.7 acres for mitigation. The degree to
which this swap is in-kind and of adequate extent, however, cannot be determined without accurate vegetation
maps. Itis likely and, to some extent the RDEIR recognizes, that at least parts of the Taxiway H area may
contain jurisdictional wetlands. The mitigation ratio for seasonal wetlands is 4:1 (LCP C-11). More
importantly, MAs 3 and 4 border Taxiways A and M and Runway 15R, so will be subjected to disturbance,
noise, and lighting impacts that discourage use by wildlife and bird species, reducing their value to the
Slough’s biota. In any case, because MAs 3 and 4 will likely remain undeveloped, the net impact of the
proposed Taxiway H on the Goleta Slough ecosystem will be the loss of undeveloped, open areas (i.c., those
arcas within the Taxiway H footprint). In conclusion, then, the construction of the proposed Taxiway H
extension results in net losses to the Goleta Slough ecosystem and sets a very bad precedent by simply
changing the boundary of the GSER when environmental concerns conflict with development plans,
compromising City mandates for astute environmental stewardship (e.g., LCP Policies 1.1, 1.2, C-1).

If the City and Airport persist with plans for the Taxiway H extension despite these concerns, SBAS believes
that the AMP and its EIR could explore a variety of additional mitigation measures. Because the construction
of the Taxiway H extension involves a change in the GSER boundaries and configuration, and affects
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important estuarine habitat, we believe that the mitigation ratios for the construction of Taxiway H in an
Ecological Reserve should be greater than 1:1. Of course, if wetlands are documented in this area (and they
have been in the past), then mitigation ratios will have to be higher. In addition, the City and Airport could
explore other mitigation options such as support for a program to preserve or restore upland raptor habitat in
Goleta Slough and its environs or financial support for a part or full-time CDFW manager for the GSER.

Inadequacies in analysis of AMP alternatives.

The original DEIR did not adequately analyze alternative configurations, which could balance safety and
environmental concerns. The proposed Taxiway H extension would only be used by a narrow subset of Airport
users, that is westbound private and corporate aircraft, and would not be needed by commercial aircraft or
castbound light aircraft. The Environmentally Superior Alternative, which is the proposed AMP without the
Taxiway H extension, does provide a connector between Runway 7-25 and the northern side of the Airport near
Building 317. Westbound light aircraft with short landing distances could complete their landings before
attaining this connector, allowing them to turn directly into the northern hangar areas. Westbound large jets or
cargo planes could use Taxiway A to proceed to the eastern end of the Airport, where they would cross 7-25 at
its eastern end to access hangars in the northeastern (FBO) part of the Airport property or other northern areas
via the existing Taxiway H. In general, then, the safety concerns listed in the DEIR and RDEIR primarily affect
only westbound private and corporate planes, which could be solved, if possible, by altering approach patterns
and by routing planes on routes under the Environmentally Superior Alternative that would deliver them
directly to the hangars they use. In any case, additional analysis is needed to quantify the actual projected use
of the proposed Taxiway H extension by different types of aircraft, the on-site destinations of planes after
landing, and safety risks associated with the AMP, both with and without the proposed Taxiway H extension.
SBAS would be happy to assist the Airport and City in finding funding sources that would cover the costs of
such a detailed risk analysis. Further, the role of the air traffic control tower, which lies in close proximity to
the Taxiway H area, should not be underestimated, providing for the safe, controlled movement of aircraft on
the ground. Given the high financial and environmental costs of the Taxiway H extension, it appears quite
feasible to safely operate much less expensive alternatives.

No demonstrated need for many AMP elements, environmental impacts of impervious surface changes
The AMP was based on FAA enplanement projections made in November, 2012. Comparisons of FAA
statistics for 2015 for Santa Barbara Airport enplanements showed that projected enplanements for 2015, based
on interpolations from the 2012 estimates, substantially exceeded (by 24%) actual 2015 enplanements,
suggesting that the FAA enplanement projections are outdated and inaccurate. The most recent FAA statistics
for Santa Barbara Airport also show that enplanements decreased by about 5% from 2014 to 2015, and that the
Airport is operating at about 42% of capacity (rather than the 48% reported for 2011). Because capacity
expansion planning is not mandated or warranted until Airport capacity reaches 60%, there is no need for
capacity improvement planning. Although the proposed terminal and car park expansions are presented as
efficiency improvements, the terminal expansion, in particular, appears to increase airport capacity. In any
case, there are no DEIR analyses or arguments to evaluate the efficiency of the terminal expansion and car park
consolidation and expansion proposals. _
SBAS’s major environmental concerns about the parking lot and terminal expansion components of the AMP
revolve around changes in the amounts, locations, and uses of impervious surfaces with resulting impacts on
contaminant runoff and water quality. Although the RDEIR argues that best management practices,
restrictions associated with regulatory permits, stormwater management plans, and other measures will reduce
the AMP’s impacts on water quality to Type III, this is one aspect of the plan that cannot be evaluated until
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projects and mitigation measures are described in detail (e.g., at the project-specific level). Because Goleta
Slough is a 303 d - listed water body, the addition of specified, additional contaminants to this system is not
allowed.

Other environmental impacts

The RDEIR should include a detailed analysis of Airport buildings in designated floodways, their status as
historic buildings, and plans to remove these buildings from floodways. Although SBAS applauds the
abandonment of buildings, such as those associated with the maintenance yard along Carneros Creek, the
RDEIR needs to stipulate that such buildings and their foundations will be removed. Further, for future
planning, the Airport needs to look carefully at removing all buildings in floodways, including those along
Tecolotito, Carneros, and San Pedro Creeks, to improve environmental conditions and reduce flood risks.
SBAS initially commented about the environmental and safety impacts of the proposed fuel farm expansion in
the AMP. Although the RDEIR addressed the water quality impacts of this AMP component, it did not address
the safety issues. Given the presence of the proposed fuel farm along a major transportation artery (Hollister
Avenue) and its proximity to a commercial district, a detailed analysis of the safety issues associated with fuel
farm expansion is warranted.

Conclusions

As recognized by the RDEIR, the Santa Barbara Airport (SBA) is a non-hub, destination, and local facility
currently operating at far less than capacity. The Airport lies in a 100-year floodplain and many parts, including
the west end of the proposed Taxiway H extension, lie in floodways. The 2015 GS SLR/MP shows that many
southern areas of the airport will be flooded owing to sea level rise in the future. Future costs for Airport
maintenance in the face of floods and sea level rise could be substantial. SBAS strongly opposes the proposed
Taxiway H extension because of its high financial and environmental costs, including the net loss of important
components of the Goleta Slough ecosystem, with uncertain improvements in Airport safety. We believe that
alternative configurations, such as the Environmentally Superior Alternative, can result in safety improvements
without harming the environment. We recognize the tremendous amount of work devoted to the AMP and its
DEIRs and hope to assist the City and Airport with developing AMP modifications that guarantee a high
degree of safety while protecting environmental amenities, and at the lowest possible cost.
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Scott D. Cooper
Co-Chair, Santa Barbara Audubon Society Conservation Committee
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Cherie Topper
Executive Director, Santa Barbara Audubon Society
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Response to Recirculated Draft Program EIR - Letter 7
Santa Barbara Audubon Society (AUD)
Dated September 8, 2016

AUD-1 through AUD-32 are included in Appendix A of this Final Program EIR.

AUD-33: This comment identifies the commenter’s mission and history with the Goleta Slough
Management Committee (GSMC), and is a duplicate comment (see AUD-1).

Response: Thank you for your comment.

AUD-34: This comment states that the Recirculated Draft Program EIR did not address many of
the commenter’s concerns as provided in its letter of October 30, 2015, on the Draft EIR.

Response: Refer to Response to Comments AUD-1 through AUD-32 in Appendix A of this Final
Program EIR for responses to those concerns not addressed within the Recirculated Draft EIR.
See also the following response to comments AUD-35 through AUD-55.

AUD-35: This comment summarizes the main premises of the letter. Specific points of these
premises are contained in the remainder of the letter.

Response: Comment noted. Specific responses to individual points are provided in later
responses.

AUD-36: This comment states that the Airport Master Plan is based on outdated and inaccurate
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) projections and does not analyze the safety and
efficiency impacts of the Airport Master Plan components. It also opines that the Master Plan
provisions are not needed, will have significant impacts on the Goleta Slough ecosystem, and
will constitute significant drains of public resources in the future.

Response: The proposed Airport Master Plan is based on FAA-approved forecasts, which use
national and regional trends in aviation growth. While the forecasts may or may not be realized
within the planning horizons of the proposed Master Plan (i.e., 20 years), they allow the Airport
to formulate a capital improvement plan to meet the potential demand. As with any capital
improvement plan, it will be adjusted to reflect actual need, typically on an annual basis. Capital
improvements that are not related to safety, such as a larger terminal, will not be carried out
unless actual demand is realized.

City of Santa Barbara B-47 Final Program EIR



Conversely, proposed safety improvements of the Airport Master Plan are based primarily on
FAA Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5300-13A, Airport Design (FAA 2014), which states in Section
101c, Existing Airports, “Every effort shall be made to bring an airport up to current standards.”
In addition, grant assurances required for Federal funding at the Airport require that the Airport
be operated in “a safe and serviceable condition and in accordance with the minimum standards
as may be required or prescribed by applicable Federal, state and local agencies for maintenance
and operation. It will not cause or permit any activity or action thereon which would interfere
with its use for airport purposes” (Grant Assurance No. 19). Therefore, the City is required by
Federal regulations to continue to invest money to maintain the safety of the Airport.

Most safety-related airport capital improvement projects are financed through grants from the
Federal Airport Improvement Program (AIP), which is funded through the FAA Modernization and
Reform Act of 2012. Eligible airports within the National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems
(NPIAS) (including Santa Barbara Airport) receive funding for AlP-eligible projects under a cost-
sharing arrangement in which the FAA provides more than 90 percent of the cost and the airport
sponsor invests the remaining amount. In California, the remaining cost is often split between
the local airports and funding grants from the California Department of Transportation.

The source for the Federal AIP funds is the Aviation Trust Fund, which also finances the operation
of the FAA. It is funded by airport user fees, including taxes on airline tickets, aviation fuel, and
various aircraft parts. Within California, taxes levied by the State on aviation fuel, flight property,
aircraft registration tax, and registration fees, as well as interest on these funds, are used to fund
the State-matched grants. The portion of a project to be funded by an airport is financed through
the airport’s own system of user fees, lease rates, and charges. These revenues are generated
through trust funds set up through enabling legislation and are provided by aviation-related
sources. The funds are not collected through general sales taxes, property taxes, or income taxes
that come from the populace at large.

Regarding concerns about impacts to the Goleta Slough, refer to responses to the remaining
comments in this letter as they address the commenter’s concerns in more detail.

AUD-37: This comment discusses the importance of a diversity of habitats to support a healthy
estuarine environment, and states that the Recirculated Draft Program EIR’s analysis of
impacts to upland habitat and species is inadequate.

Response: The Final Program EIR has been revised to include references to upland habitat under
Impact BIO-1. In addition, BIO/mm-1 includes compensatory mitigation for upland habitat,
where appropriate. It is important to note that the Program EIR is not intended to take the place
of future project-specific environmental evaluation at the time a recommended project is ripe
for review. BIO/mm-1 is a Programmatic Mitigation Plan (PMP) that provides the framework for
future Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plans (HMMPs) related to the impacts of a specific

City of Santa Barbara B-48 Final Program EIR



project. The PMP includes measures to enhance and restore biodiversity in the Slough. See also
Topical Response # 2.

AUD-38: This comment states that the Recirculated Draft EIR fails to adequately address the
impacts of the proposed Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project.

Response: The Program EIR provides programmatic analysis of the Airport Master Plan, which is
a facility-planning document and capital improvement program. The Program EIR provides an
assessment of the potential impacts that could occur from plan implementation, but does not
have adequate design details for individual projects to provide a project-specific level of analysis
on any future capital improvement projects. The Taxiway H project, in particular, cannot be
constructed in the near future due to the number of regulatory steps involved and amount of
funding that must be procured. Future environmental review of this project will include
additional site-specific survey efforts.

The Airport has collected a large amount of bird data as part of its recent Wildlife Hazard
Assessment (Dudek et al. 2016). This report was appended to the Recirculated Draft Program EIR
to provide the most up-to-date data available.

AUD-39: This comment states that the proposed Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project area
constitutes important raptor foraging and migration habitat.

Response: Refer to Topical Response #1. A technical memorandum has been prepared to
evaluate the potential for project-specific or cumulative impacts to foraging habitat for the white-
tailed kite (Elanus leucurus), specifically from the proposed Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project
(Final Program EIR, Appendix C). The analysis concludes that although brome grasses like those
present at the proposed Taxiway H project site are considered to provide suitable foraging for
kites, the lack of small mammals (based on recent trapping efforts), the absence of kites in the
area north of the runway (during a year-long survey effort), and the distance of the Taxiway H
project site from known nest locations (Final Program EIR, Appendix C, Figure 1) suggest that the
area only provides low-quality foraging habitat for nesting white-tailed kites. While
approximately 498 acres of suitable kite foraging habitat has been, or is anticipated to be,
impacted in the region by past, present, or probable future projects (Final Program EIR, Appendix
C, Table 1), there are over 4,500 acres of annual grasses and forbs within the cumulative study
area (Final Program EIR, Appendix C, Figure 2). Relative to the amount of available habitat in the
region, the loss of 6.1 acres of low-quality foraging habitat is considered less than significant,
both on a project-specific and cumulative level.

AUD-40: This comment states that the Airport’s wildlife habitat management program is in
violation of local, State, and Federal provisions for the protection of wildlife species and is more
extensive than is warranted by the wildlife risks incurred.

City of Santa Barbara B-49 Final Program EIR



Response: The Airport’s Wildlife Hazard Management Plan (WHMP) is not a part of the proposed
Airport Master Plan. It is a document required by Federal law and was approved by FAA on
February 27, 2017. Discussion of wildlife hazard management for the Airport in the Program EIR
is within the context of Applicable Plans and Policies (Section 4.2.2) related to biological
resources.

AUD-41: This comment states that there are inadequacies in the mapping depicting vegetation
types in the Goleta Slough, which minimize the value of the Taxiway H area by stating that it is
covered by fill or brome grassland.

Response: The vegetative maps were completed by a qualified biologist with extensive local
experience, including in-depth knowledge of the Goleta Slough. Wetland and sensitive-species
surveys of the Goleta Slough used in this Program EIR were conducted in 2012 as part of the
Master Plan resources inventory, and occurred before the most recent drought was in full effect.
The Notice of Preparation for this Program EIR was issued in 2014. However, because this was a
year of drought conditions, earlier surveys prior to the drought were used. More complete site-
specific vegetative and wildlife surveys will occur when project-specific analyses and HMMPs are
prepared.

AUD-42: This comment states that there are inconsistencies with management and land use
restrictions associated with the Goleta Slough Ecological Reserve, the City of Santa Barbara’s
General Plan and Local Coastal Plan (LCP), the California Coastal Act, and the 2015 Goleta
Slough Area Sea Level Rise and Management Plan (Slough Management Plan).

Response: This comment refers to the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project, which will undergo
future environmental review at the time it is proposed for funding and project design details are
available. The Program EIR discusses the fact that this project will require an LCP amendment,
General Plan amendment, coastal development permit, and a revision to the Goleta Slough
Ecological Reserve boundary and associated zoning. These are discretionary actions that will
require their own environmental review.

AUD-43: This comment restates the commenter’s views on the Airport’s wildlife hazard
management program in more detail.

Response: Refer to Response to Comment AUD-40.

AUD-44: This comment states that possible mitigations for the impacts of the proposed
Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project on sensitive bird species are inadequate and that all stages of

City of Santa Barbara B-50 Final Program EIR



migratory species covered under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and of state-listed endangered
or Fully Protected species must be protected.

Response: The Migratory Bird Treaty Act, as well as other regulations, prohibit the take of
protected birds without a permit. While it is true that a take could occur during all stages of a
bird’s life, due to the mobility of avian species, extra precaution is warranted during the nesting
season. BIO/mm-3 states that a bird survey by a qualified biologist must find that no bird
breeding habitat exists within 300 feet of the disturbance area (500 feet for raptors) or can state
with certainty that such habitat does not contain nesting birds.

AUD-45: The comment refers specifically to the construction, operation, and maintenance of
a future Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project and states that the Recirculated Draft EIR does not
address the impacts of noise or light levels on wildlife or bird species.

Response: Refer to Responses to Comments CDFW-42 through CDFW-48, which address noise
effects on wildlife and bird species in additional detail. With respect to the physiological effects
of noise on wildlife species, it should also be noted that the proposed Master Plan neither
dictates nor anticipates major changes to the composition of aircraft utilizing the airport. The
update is primarily aimed at improving airfield safety and security by segregating the general
aviation activities (which essentially involve lighter piston-engine airplanes and corporate grade
jet aircraft) from commercial airline activities.

Lighting changes due to implementation of the proposed Master Plan would be minimal.
Proposed Airport Master Plan activities would be confined to the existing operational areas of
the Airport, including the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project. Taxiway lighting for the Taxiway H
Airfield Safety Project would only minimally increase the overall lighting content of the airfield
system due to the stronger lighting used for the runway. See FAA Advisory Circular 150/5345-
46E, Specification for Runway and Taxiway Light Fixtures (FAA 2016).

AUD-46: This comment states that the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project and its safety areas
potentially violate provisions of the Santa Barbara General Plan and LCP. The comment
specifically calls out GP/LCP Policy 1.1, ER 12, C-1, 4, 10, 11 and 15 as well as the Airport Zoning
LCP 29.25.030 and Coastal Act Section 30001.5.

Response: Comment noted. The Recirculated Draft Program EIR states in Result LU-4, “The
proposed Master Plan would not conflict with any applicable LCP policy adopted for the purposes
of avoiding or mitigating an impact to coastal resources. However, recommended projects, such
as the proposed Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project, could result in inconsistencies with LCP policies
related to Goleta Slough. See Section 4.6.7 for programmatic mitigation measures to be applied
to future development projects occurring under the proposed Master Plan, and Section 4.2.7 for
programmatic mitigation measures provided to ensure consistency with LCP policies for the
protection of the Slough.” It should be noted that the Taxiway H project will include a project-
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specific HMMP, which should be taken into consideration when assessing its consistency with
coastal policies.

AUD-47: This comment states that the Taxiway H project contradicts many guidelines in the
Slough Management Plan and that a detailed analysis of the proposed Master Plan and the
Slough Management Plan should be performed in the Program EIR.

Response: Since this comment does not specify which guidelines in the Slough Management Plan
it feels are not being followed, this response can only address the comment generally. The
Airport Master Plan contains a PMP (BIO/mm-1) that specifically considers the policies and goals
of the Slough Management Plan. The Airport has presented the PMP to the GSMC to solicit
comments (see letters from the GSMC in both Appendix A and this appendix). BIO/mm-1 also
specifically states that future HMMPs will similarly be present to the GSMC for review and
comment. See also Response to Comment AUD-46.

AUD-48: This comment provides the commenter’s opinion of the Programmatic Mitigation
Plan presented in the Recirculated Draft Program EIR, including comments on specific
mitigation areas and ratios. This comment also states the commenter’s opposition to the
Taxiway H project on environmental grounds.

Response: The final PMP includes additional potential mitigation areas and increased mitigation
ratios (see BIO/mm-1 of the Final Program EIR and Topical Response #2). These areas and ratios
were coordinated with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife based on a field visit and
agency review of the revised mitigation measure.

AUD-49: This comment states that if the City continues to pursue plans for the Taxiway H
Airfield Safety Project, then additional mitigation measures should be pursued, including
higher mitigation ratios, a program to preserve or restore upland habitat, or financial support
for a part or full-time California Department of Fish and Wildlife manager for the Goleta Slough
Ecological Reserve.

Response: See Response to Comment AUD-48. In addition, while this comment identifies a
strategy to aid in the management of Goleta Slough, there is no nexus between adoption of the
proposed Airport Master Plan and the proposed mitigation. Except for the Taxiway H Airfield
Safety Project, which would be a one-time capital improvement project, implementation of the
Master Plan is within the developed portions of the Airport, not the Goleta Slough.

AUD-50: This comment proposes an alternate taxiway configuration to the Environmentally
Superior alternative as well as recommends alternate approach patterns as a way to
implement the Environmentally Superior alternative.
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Response: FAA AC 150/5300-13A states the following: “A parallel taxiway eliminates using the
runway for taxiing, thus increasing capacity and protecting the runway under low visibility
conditions. In addition, a full length parallel taxiway is required for instrument approach
procedures with visibility minimums below % mile and recommended for all other conditions.”
AC 150/5300-13A also states that, “The airport designer must keep basic concepts in mind to
reduce the probability of runway incursions through proper airport geometry. This is particularly
important when designing a taxiway system.” Two of these basic concepts that apply to taxiway
design are detailed below.

“(c) Limit runway crossings. The airport designer can reduce the opportunity for human error
by reducing the need for runway crossings. The benefits of such design are twofold —through
a simple reduction in the number of occurrences, and through a reduction in air traffic
controller workload.”

“(d) Avoid “high energy” intersections. These are intersections in the middle third of the
runways. By limiting runway crossings to the outer thirds of the runway, the portion of the
runway where a pilot can least maneuver to avoid a collision is kept clear.”

This comment suggests that when the Airport is in a “west flow” condition (Runway 25), small
landing aircraft could exit off the runway to the north on existing taxiway connectors (Taxiways
B, M, and C) and would not require the use of a Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project. In general,
according to AC 150/5300-13A (Table 4-13) (FAA 2014), which establishes the minimum distances
needed for landing on wet runway conditions based on aircraft size and weights, this suggestion
would hold true for 99 percent of the small single-engine aircraft under 12,500 pounds at the
Airport. However, only 41 percent of small twin-engine aircraft under 12,500 pounds could use
Taxiways B, M, or C under wet runway conditions.

Thus, if the Environmentally Superior alternative is implemented, approximately 59 percent of
the small twin-engine aircraft using Runway 7-25, as well as all the larger aircraft (>12,500
pounds) that need to go to the north side of Runway 7-25, would go to the west end of the
runway, turn south onto parallel Taxiway A, and then cross the runway at the east end. Besides
crossing the end of Runway 7, this would also result in these aircraft mixing in with other aircraft
that need to depart on Runway 25 as well as a need to cross both crosswind runways (Runway
15R-33L and Runway 15L-33R). Continuing this practice in the future would result in additional
safety concerns, increased potential for runway incursions, increased taxiing times, delays to
both arriving and departing aircraft, and increased air traffic controller workload. It would also
route additional aircraft through another taxiway hot spot (i.e., Hot Spot #4, Airport Master Plan,
Exhibit 4C).

This comment also suggests that safety concerns could be solved “by altering approach patterns
and by routing planes on routes under the Environmentally Superior alternative that would
deliver them directly to the hangars they use.” This comment suggests that aircraft should arrive
from the west and then use the connector taxiways located on the north side of Runway 7-25.
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For safety purposes, aircraft should take off and land into the wind. The air traffic controllers
cannot change the flow of traffic so that aircraft land with a tailwind, which would create an
unsafe operating condition. Also, when the Airport is in a “west flow” condition (60 percent of
the time), the air traffic controllers cannot select specific aircraft that want to access facilities on
the north side of the Airport and have them land from the west. This would result in an extremely
dangerous “head-to-head” operating condition.

Finally, it should also be noted that when the Airport is in an “east flow” condition (Runway 7),
which occurs approximately 40 percent of the time, 100 percent of the aircraft on the north side
of Runway 7-25 that require Runway 7 for departure, would need to cross Runway 7-25 to utilize
Taxiway A for access to the western end (Runway 7). In conclusion, the alternate taxiway
configuration and approach patterns suggested in this comment will not improve safety at the
Airport and are not likely to be approved by the air traffic control tower.

AUD-51: This comment reiterates the position that the enplanement forecasts used in the
proposed Airport Master Plan are “outdated and inaccurate” and that since capacity expansion
planning is not mandated or warranted until the Airport capacity is at 60 percent, there is no
need for proposed terminal and car park expansions. The argument is that these landside
improvements increase airport capacity.

Response: Refer to Response to Comment AUD-36 for information regarding the development
and usefulness of the Master Plan forecasts. An airport’s capacity is determined by its airfield
capacity, not its landside improvements such as a terminal or automobile parking lots. There are
no airfield capacity improvements recommended in the proposed Master Plan.

AUD-52: This comment states that the recommendations concerning terminal and parking lot
expansion will change the amounts, locations, and uses of impervious surfaces with resulting
impacts on contaminant runoff and water quality.

Response: The area recommended for future terminal and parking expansion is currently paved
as part of the existing rental car lot and general aviation apron. However, if these projects move
forward, additional study of drainage will occur as part of detailed project design. At that time,
additional environmental study of potential water quality impacts may be necessary. However,
State and City regulations are in place to assure no substantial effects pertaining to runoff and
water quality.

AUD-53: This comment states that the Program EIR should look at all airport buildings located
in designated floodways and that all buildings and their foundations should be removed.

Response: The proposed Master Plan includes the relocation of two specific historic buildings
from the designated floodway. Other land uses, such as the maintenance yard, are planned for
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relocation, although the buildings themselves may be reused until they are too costly to maintain.
At that time, additional environmental review will occur, as necessary, to evaluate future uses or
removal of the buildings and/or their foundations.

AUD-54: This comment asks for details about the safety risks of increased gas storage at the
Airport fuel farms.

Response: The Master Plan’s Facility Requirements chapter (Chapter 4, Table 4L) identifies the
Airport’s fuel storage requirements, based on a two-week supply, if the Airport reaches the short,
intermediate, and long-term planning levels contained in the Master Plan. Based on this analysis,
the Airport may need an additional 66,200 gallons of Jet A fuel storage capacity by the long-term
planning period. Accordingly, the Master Plan recommends that the additional storage be
accommodated at the Airport’s existing fuel farm. However, this is not a project that is listed in
the Airport’s Capital Improvement Plan for the 20-year planning timeframe because the
expansion of the fuel farm would be funded privately by the fixed base operator.

Due to the myriad of existing regulations and the implementation of spill prevention control and
countermeasure (SPCC) plans at the Airport, this potential increase in fuel storage was found to
have Less than Significant impacts within the Initial Study and did not warrant further evaluation
at the programmatic level. See also the discussion contained in Impact G/HAZ-3 and Result
G/HAZ-3 of the Draft EIR, which reiterates the conclusions of the Initial Study.

AUD-55: This comment summarizes several points within the comment letter and reiterates
the commenter’s opposition to the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project.

Response: Thank you for your comments. Please refer to the responses to previous comments
within this letter.
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LETTER 8

GOLETA SEOUGH

September 9, 2016

City of Santa Barbara Planning Division
c/o Andrew Bermond, Project Planner
630 Garden Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

RE: Comments on Airport Master Plan Draft Recirculated Environmental Impact Report (EIR)

The Goleta Slough Management Committee (GSMC) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the
recirculated Draft EIR on the Draft Airport Master Plan. We also appreciate having the full sixty days to
review this important environmental document. Our comments on the Draft EIR dated October 30, 2015
are already part of the record and are attached here for your convenience.

As you know, GSMC was established in 1991 and just celebrated our 25" anniversary. We have
published several studies that seek to enhance the Goleta Slough Ecosystem’s overall health and
functions, including the award-winning Goleta Slough Area Sea Level Rise and Management Plan. We
appreciate being part of the Airport Master Plan (AMP) process and hope that our comments help to make
the Master Plan and its programmatic EIR as environmentally beneficial as it can be for the Airport, the
Goleta Slough and the surrounding area.

1. Project approvals and timeline — The DREIR is still unclear as to what the approval process is
expected to be, particularly as it relates to the proposed Taxiway H extension into the Goleta
Slough Reserve Zone and Ecological Reserve. For example, at the August 4, 2016 GSMC
meeting, it was stated that the intent is to have the Santa Barbara City Council initiate a Local
Coastal Plan Amendment to analyze the proposed Taxiway H extension into the Goleta Slough
Ecological Reserve (GSER) prior to submittal of the Draft AMP and related LCP Amendment to the
Coastal Commission. As about 90 percent of the proposed taxiway extension is in the area
designated “Recreation Open Space,” we question how General Plan and Coastal Plan
conformance can be found for the Airport Master Plan unless an LCP Amendment accompanies
the plan. We request that the DREIR clearly outline the steps that the AMP is expected to follow to
obtain final adoption by the Coastal Commission. —

2. Clarification of Goleta Slough Ecological Reserve Boundary, acreage and California
Department of Fish and Wildlife’s role in the Reserve — At our August 4" and 18" meetings, we
discussed the discrepancies in the existing GSER boundary and acreages. It appears that the
City’s Coastal Plan and Zoning maps were changed several years ago when Runway 7-25 was
relocated to the west, but the reserve boundary and cooperative agreement on file with the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife, the managers of the Reserve, do not agree with the
City's maps. It also appears that the total acres in the Reserve vary from about 360 to over 400.
This may seem to be more of a planning than environmental issue but maintaining the official size
of the Reserve (if not increasing its size) is important to GSMC. Also, the boundary issue affects
the proposed wetland and upland mitigation proposed in the AMP (see #4 and 5 below) so the two

are inextricably linked.
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Airport MP Draft Recirculated EIR comments
September 9, 2016

Additionally, the discussion of the Ecological Reserve and previous and future encroachments into
it have focused attention on the lack of active management of this valuable resource by its
stewards, the Department of Fish & Wildlife. We believe that funding needs to be found to provide
a part or full time CDFW biologist to manage the GSER. We suggest that a mitigation be added
requiring the City to advocate for funding this position on a permanent basis including providing
appropriate financial support themselves.

GSMC-32

3. Justification of need for projects and associated impacts — We understand that
enplanement and operations forecasts are an inexact science and changes in the economy,
airline ticket prices and other unknowns can greatly affect an airport’s operations. However,
the DREIR states that the Airport operated at only 48% capacity in 2011. The 2015
enplanements are about 25% less than projected for that year, which calls into question the G5MC-33
AMP’s assumptions about the need for a larger terminal, increased FBO facilities, etc. Given
the Airport’s low lying elevation and the likelihood of major flooding and damage due to climate
change and increased sea levels, we question the wisdom of spending taxpayer dollars on this
facility in this location.

4. BIO/mm-1, Programmatic Wetland Restoration Plan (PWRP) — We are concerned that the
PWRP defers mitigation to a future date but believe that, generally, sufficient mitigation
parameters are given to ensure that future mitigation is likely to be legally adequate. That said
we would like the Goleta Slough Management Committee to specifically be mentioned as one
of the reviewing bodies that will be involved in the preparation of the plan. Also, the first
component of the plan (p. 9 of the Executive Summary) states that mitigation for wetland
habitats, wetland and/or riparian buffer shall be a minimum of 2:1. Although the text states that
the mitigation ratios may be required to be higher, we note that the Airport/Goleta Slough LCP GSMC-34
Policy C-11 requires a 4:1 replacement ratio for seasonal wetlands. Further, it is not clear that
this trade would be adequate as mitigation, depending on mitigation ratios, the location of
mitigation areas 3 and 4 at the disturbed intersections of major runways/taxiways, and the
general loss of open space areas from the Slough.

Another important issue to the Committee is that the Slough continues to have a mixture of
habitat types, including uplands. Oftentimes wetland mitigation is proposed in upland areas to
the detriment of that habitat and the functions and values it provides. —

5. Habitats in Taxiway H extension area — The DREIR indicates that this area is mowed brome
grassland. The Goleta Slough SLR and Management Plan shows different vegetation types
(see Figure 3-1 in the GSSLR&MP), including a complex mix of vegetation types in the eastern GSMC-35
part (mudflat and salt grass wetlands) and sagebrush in the west. Although the 2008 map in
the Management Plan is older than those in the DREIR, we believe that mapping is more
accurate and should be included, or at least addressed, in the document.

6. Cumulative loss of foraging, nesting and roosting habitats, particularly for White-Tailed
Kites (WTKs) — Several biologists on our Committee disagree with the EIR’s conclusion in
Impact BIO-2 that the area where Taxiway H is proposed for extension is not suitable foraging GSMC-36
habitat for WTKs. The cumulative loss of habitat for raptors in the Goleta area is alarming and
should be addressed in the DREIR.

7. Require future Subsequent EIR, particularly for Taxiway H extension to west — GSMC's
greatest concern about the AMP is that the proposed Taxiway H extension to the west would
impact possible wetland and upland habitats in the Goleta Slough Reserve Zone and GS
Ecological Reserve. CEQA Section 15168 states that a project that is generally analyzed in a

GSMC-37
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Airport MP Draft Recirculated EIR comments
September 9, 2016

Program EIR (which is the case here) needs subsequent environmental review, but that may
be an exemption or addendum that does not require public review and comment.

Our concerns would be somewhat allayed if we knew, for certain, that a subsequent EIR will be
prepared for the Taxiway H project (and possibly others that warrant further environmental
review). We have done some CEQA research and believe that a condition or required
mitigation could be added to the effect of “If and when Taxiway H is proposed for
implementation and the Programmatic Wetland Restoration Plan (PWRP) is prepared to
address potential impacts and mitigation for this project, a Subsequent EIR shall be prepared
by the City of Santa Barbara. The Goleta Slough Management Committee, or its successor,
shall be included in the development of the Taxiway H project and the drafting of the PWRP.”

Another approach is to relabel the Programmatic EIR as a Staged EIR per CEQA Section
15167 that states:

“Where a large capital project will require a number of discretionary approvals from
government agencies and one of the approvals will occur more than two years before
construction will begin, a staged EIR may be prepared covering the entire project in a
general form. The staged EIR shall evaluate the proposal in light of current and
contemplated plans and produce an informed estimate of the environmental consequences
of the entire project. The aspect of the project before the public agency for approval shall be
discussed with a greater degree of specificity.

“When a staged EIR has been prepared, a supplement to the EIR shall be prepared when a
later approval is required for the project, and the information available at the time of the later
approval would permit consideration of additional environmental impacts, mitigation
measures, or reasonable alternatives to the project.”

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this Draft Recirculated EIR. We look forward to working

with you in the future on this important plan and environmental document. —

Sincerely,
Pat Saley for the
Goleta Slough Management Committee

Attachment: GSMC letter on Draft EIR dated October 30, 2015
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Response to Recirculated Draft Program EIR - Letter 8
Goleta Slough Management Committee (GSMC)
Dated September 8, 2016

GSMC-1 through GSMC-29 are included in Appendix A of this Final Program EIR.

GSMC-30: This comment requests clarification regarding the approval process for the proposed
Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project into the Goleta Slough Reserve Zone and Goleta Slough
Ecological Reserve (GSER) as well as Coastal Commission adoption of the proposed Airport
Master Plan.

Response: The proposed Airport Master Plan is not required to be adopted by the California
Coastal Commission and does not require a Local Coastal Plan (LCP) amendment, General Plan
amendment, or rezone for it to be adopted by the City of Santa Barbara. It is a comprehensive
capital improvement plan for the Airport that meets the requirements of the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) as outlined in FAA Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5070-6B, Airport Master
Plans, as amended (FAA 2015), but does not include discretionary actions for future projects.
However, certain projects recommended by the Master Plan, specifically the Taxiway H Airfield
Safety Project, would require an LCP amendment, General Plan amendment, and rezone prior to
the issuance of a Coastal Development Permit for the project. The timing of these approvals is
dependent upon when the City moves forward with the environmental review processes for the
project (Federal and State) and when it can acquire project funding.

Because of the complexity of the regulatory processes required for the Taxiway H project, the
City will initiate the LCP amendment process, General Plan amendment, rezone, and amendment
of the Goleta Slough Ecological Reserve boundary for the Taxiway H project if the Airport Master
Plan is adopted. These permits cannot be approved, however, until the State environmental
review process for all discretionary actions is complete.

GSMC-31: This comment states that clarification of the GSER boundary needs to occur and
potential discrepancies between the City maps and the Slough Reserve boundary on file with
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) be resolved.

Response: Comment noted. The City plans to work with CDFW to resolve this issue and has had
preliminary conversations with the Department on the subject. Future project-specific Habitat
Management and Monitoring Plans (HMMPs) that involve the Goleta Slough must be approved
by CDFW and reflect an accurate GSER boundary. LU/mm-3 of the Final Program EIR requires
that the City’s Cooperative Agreement with CDFW, including the GSER boundary, be amended
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prior to approval of any projects affecting the GSER boundaries (such as the Taxiway H Airfield
Safety Project) are approved.

GSMC-32: This comment states that the funding of a part or full-time CDFW staff position to
manage the GSER should be considered as a mitigation measure for the proposed Airport
Master Plan.

Response: While this suggestion identifies a strategy to aid in the management of Goleta Slough,
there is no nexus between adoption of the proposed Airport Master Plan and the proposed
mitigation. With the exception of the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project, which would be a one-
time capital improvement project that would receive project-specific review and identification of
mitigation, implementation of the Master Plan is within the developed portions of the Airport,
not the Goleta Slough.

GSMC-33: This comment questions the Airport Master Plan’s “assumptions” that a larger
terminal, increased fixed base operator (FBO) facilities, etc. will be necessary and questions
whether, with climate change and increased sea levels, it is wise to spend taxpayer dollars on
the Airport in its present location.

Response: Thiscommenter’s opinion is acknowledged. This comment is not on an environmental
issue and is outside the scope of the Program EIR responses, but will be forwarded to decision-
makers for consideration. For informational purposes, the proposed Airport Master Plan does
not assume that a larger terminal, FBO facilities, etc. will be necessary based on current airport
enplanement and operation levels. Rather, the Master Plan is based on FAA-approved forecasts,
which use national and regional trends in aviation growth. While the forecasts may or may not
be realized within the planning horizons of the proposed Master Plan (i.e., 20 years), they allow
the Airport to formulate a capital improvement plan to meet the potential demand. As with any
capital improvement plan, it will be adjusted to reflect actual need, typically on an annual basis.
Capital improvements such as a larger terminal will not be carried out unless it is clear that actual
demand will be realized.

Conversely, proposed safety improvements of the Airport Master Plan are based primarily on
FAA Advisory Circular 150/5300-13A, Airport Design (FAA 2014), which states in Section 101c,
Existing Airports, “Every effort shall be made to bring an airport up to current standards.” In
addition, grant assurances required for Federal funding at the Airport require that the Airport be
operated in “a safe and serviceable condition and in accordance with the minimum standards as
may be required or prescribed by applicable Federal, state and local agencies for maintenance
and operation. It will not cause or permit any activity or action thereon which would interfere
with its use for airport purposes” (Grant Assurance No. 19). Therefore, the City is required by
Federal regulations to continue to invest money to maintain the safety of the Airport.
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Most safety-related airport capital improvement projects are financed through grants from the
Federal Airport Improvement Program (AIP), which is funded through the FAA Modernization and
Reform Act of 2012. Eligible airports within the National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems
(NPIAS) (including Santa Barbara Airport) receive funding for AlP-eligible projects under a cost-
sharing arrangement in which the FAA provides more than 90 percent of the cost and the airport
sponsor invests the remaining amount. In California, the remaining cost is often split between
the local airports and funding grants from the California Department of Transportation.

The source for the Federal AIP funds is the Aviation Trust Fund, which also finances the operation
of the FAA. It is funded by airport user fees, including taxes on airline tickets, aviation fuel, and
various aircraft parts. Within California, taxes levied by the State on aviation fuel, flight property,
aircraft registration tax, and registration fees, as well as interest on these funds, are used to fund
the State-matched grants. The portion of a project to be funded by an airport is financed through
the airport’s own system of user fees, lease rates, and charges. These revenues are generated
through trust funds set up through enabling legislation and are provided by aviation-related
sources. The funds are not collected through general sales taxes, property taxes, or income taxes
that come from the populace at large.

GSMC-34: This comment contains specific concerns with BIO/mm-1 as contained in the
Recirculated Draft Program EIR, including the role of the GSMC in future mitigation, the
proposed mitigation ratios for both wetlands and uplands, and the location of future mitigation
areas.

Response: See Topical Response #2. BIO/mm-1 has been revised to include: the GSMC as a
reviewer of future HMMPs; higher mitigation ratios; and additional habitat restoration areas. In
addition, BIO/mm-1 includes compensatory mitigation for upland habitat, if appropriate, and
measures to enhance and restore biodiversity in the Slough. It is important to note that the
Program EIR is not intended to take the place of future project-specific environmental evaluation
at the time a recommended project is ripe for review. BIO/mm-1 is a Programmatic Mitigation
Plan (PMP) that provides the framework for future HMMPs related to the impacts of a specific
project. Input from the GSMC has been solicited on the various drafts of the PMP and regular
briefings, as well as a Power Point presentation, have been made at GSMC meetings.

GSMC-35: This comment states that the area located in the vicinity of the proposed Taxiway H
Airfield Safety Project is characterized as mowed brome grassland, but that older (2008) maps
contained in the Goleta Slough Sea Level Rise and Management Plan shows the area as
including a mix of vegetation types.

Response: The vegetative maps used in the Program EIR were completed by a qualified biologist

with extensive local experience, including in-depth knowledge of the Goleta Slough. Additional
site-specific vegetative and wildlife surveys will also occur when subsequent project-specific
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analyses and HMMPs are prepared. The Program EIR includes references to the Slough
Management Plan document.

GSMC-36: This comment states that the proposed Taxiway H area constitutes suitable foraging
habitat for the white-tailed kite and that the cumulative loss of foraging habitat for raptors in
the Goleta area should be addressed in the Program EIR.

Response: Refer to Topical Response #1. A technical memorandum has been prepared to
evaluate the potential for project-specific or cumulative impacts to foraging habitat for the white-
tailed kite (Elanus leucurus), specifically from the proposed Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project
(Final Program EIR, Appendix C). The analysis concludes that although brome grasses like those
present at the proposed Taxiway H project site are considered to provide suitable foraging for
kites, the lack of small mammals (based on recent trapping efforts), the absence of kites in the
area north of the runway (during a year-long survey effort), and the distance of the Taxiway H
project site from known nest locations (Final Program EIR, Appendix C, Figure 1) suggest that the
area only provides low-quality foraging habitat for nesting white-tailed kites. While
approximately 498 acres of suitable kite foraging habitat has been, or is anticipated to be,
impacted in the region by past, present, or probable future projects (Final Program EIR, Appendix
C, Table 1), there are over 4,500 acres of annual grasses and forbs within the cumulative study
area (Final Program EIR, Appendix C, Figure 2). Relative to the amount of available habitat in the
region, the loss of 6.1 acres of low-quality foraging habitat is considered to be a Less than
Significant impact, both on a project-specific and cumulative level.

GSMC-37: This comment requests that a commitment be made to conduct a Subsequent EIR
on the Taxiway H and other projects that warrant further environmental review and that the
GSMC be specifically allowed to help develop the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project and the
drafting of the Programmatic Wetland Restoration Plan.

Response: See Topical Response #3. All projects recommended in the proposed Airport Master
Plan that meet the definition of a project under CEQA and need future discretionary approvals
will be required to complete some level of environmental review. It is not appropriate for the
type of environmental document to be determined at this time when neither the timing nor the
design of such projects is available. As far as the Taxiway H project, BIO/mm-1 has been revised
to state that the Airport shall solicit comments from the GSMC on the PMP as well as on all future
project-specific HMMPs. The GSMC input has already been solicited on the PMP as evidenced by
this letter and the letter previously submitted by the GSMC on the Draft Program EIR.

GSMC-38: This comment requests that the Program EIR be relabeled as a Staged EIR per CEQA
Section 15167.
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Response: Relabeling the Program EIR as a Staged EIR would require that the proposed Airport
Master Plan be considered a large capital project that requires “a number of discretionary
approvals from government agencies and one of the approvals will occur more than two years
before construction will begin.” This is not an accurate description of the proposed Airport
Master Plan, which is not a capital project, but a facilities plan, and does not require a number of
discretionary approvals for it to be adopted.

The California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines allow for the programmatic approach when
the project is a “logical part in the chain of contemplated actions” (CEQA Guidelines, Section
15168[a][2]). In this case, Master Plan adoption would be followed by individual project designs
and permitting processes, with associated further environmental review.
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Subject: Recirculated Program Draft Environmental impact Report (PDEIR)
On the Proposed Airport Master Plan for Santa Barbara Municipal Airport,
City of Santa Barbara, California, SCH # 2014061096

Dear Mr. Bermond:

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) received a Notice of Extension of
Public Comment for a PDEIR from the City of Santa Barbara for the proposed Airport Master
Plan for Santa Barbara Municipal Airport (Project) pursuant the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) and CEQA Guidelines.'

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and recommendations regarding those
activities involved in the proposed Project that may affect California’s fish and wildlife. Likewise, CDFW-19
we appreciate the opportunity to provide comments regarding those aspects of the proposed
Project that the Department, by law, may be required to carry out or approve through the
exercise of its own regulatory authority under the Fish and Game Code.

The Department provided previous written comments dated October 29, 2015, on the previous
draft Program EIR. The Lead Agency will formally respond to the previous public comments
once a final EIR is prepared (PDEIR ES-20). This letter is intended to supplement our October
29, 2015, comments on the prior draft. _

DEPARTMENT ROLE

The Department is California’s Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife resources, and holds those
resources in trust by statute for all the people of the State. (Fish & G. Code, §§ 711.7, subd. (a)
& 1802; Pub. Resources Code, § 21070; CEQA Guidelines § 15386, subd. (a).) The
Department, in its trustee capacity, has jurisdiction over the conservation, protection, and
management of fish, wildlife, native plants, and habitat necessary for biologically sustainable CDFW-20
populations of those species. (/d., § 1802.) Similarly, for purposes of CEQA, the Department is
charged by law to provide, as available, biological expertise during public agency environmental
review efforts, focusing specifically on projects and related activities that have the potential to
adversely affect fish and wildlife resources.

1 CEQA is codified in the California Public Resources Code in section 21000 et seq. The “CEQA Guidelines” are
found in Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, commencing with section 15000.

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870
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The Department is also submitting comments as a Responsible Agency under CEQA. (Pub.
Resources Code, § 21069; CEQA Guidelines, § 15381.) The Department expects that it will
need to exercise regulatory authority as provided by the Fish and Game Code to provide
approvals related to the Project. As proposed, for example, the Project may be subject to the
Department'’s lake and streambed alteration regulatory authority. (Fish & G. Code, § 1600 et
seq.) Likewise, to the extent implementation of the Project as proposed may result in “take” as
defined by State law of any species protected under the California Endangered Species Act
(CESA) (Fish & G. Code, § 2050 et seq.), the Project may seek related take authorization. .

The Department is also the agency responsible for management of Title 14-administered lands
which constitute the Goleta Slough Ecological Reserve (Ecological Reserve), as established
under a 1987 Cooperative Agreement (Agreement) between the State and City of Santa
Barbara. The Ecological Reserve is protected by the California Code of Regulations, title 14,
sections 550 and 630; allowable wildlife-dependent activities are described in both code
sections; other activities are generally prohibited. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 550, subd. (g).) To
the extent implementation of the proposed Project will require special authorization for activities
to occur within the Ecological Reserve or amendment of the Ecological Reserve boundaries, the
Department would also be acting as Responsible Agency under CEQA.

Finally, the Department manages the Goleta Slough State Marine Conservation Area (Marine
Conservation Area) which overlaps a portion of the Ecological Reserve. The primary
restrictions in the Marine Conservation Area relate to restrictions on public access, boating, and
recreational swimming; habitat protections under the California Code of Regulations, title 14,
section 632 (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 632); and no-take zones related to fishing and
harvesting marine resources.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION SUMMARY

The City of Santa Barbara (City) is Lead Agency for a recirculated PDEIR for the Santa Barbara
Airport Master Plan, located on City-owned lands surrounded by the City of Goleta. The Airport
is generally located south of Hollister Avenue and Highway 101, between Los Carneros Road
and Fairview Avenue. It lies within the California Coastal Zone and developments within the
area are guided by Coastal Commission policies, the local coastal plan, and city zoning
guidance. The existing airport is located in and adjacent to 406 acres of City-owned land that
became the Ecological Reserve in 1988. The City also established a Goleta Slough Reserve
Zone (Reserve Zone) in its Local Coastal Plan (LCP), which includes a comprehensive set of
requirements aimed at protecting the Reserve Zone for future generations and conserving its
environmentally sensitive resources (LCP Chapter 29.25).

On the Ecological Reserve portion of the Project area, City activities are also governed by the
existing Title 14 protections and restrictions within the Ecological Reserve, and the existing
Agreement between the Department and the City.

1. The Airport Master Plan is a guidance document intended to direct development over the
next 15-20 years. Projects under the Master Plan could entail:

Relocating general aviation facilities and new general aviation improvements
Airfield safety improvements

Consolidation of automobile parking associated with the Terminal

Terminal expansion
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2. AKkey project feature that would directly impact at least 11.2 acres of Ecological Reserve
lands and adversely affect the remaining habitats is the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project
(Taxiway H). This proposed Project feature would extend an existing taxiway westward
about 2,400 feet and northward about 400 feet, reducing the existing Los Carneros Creek
stream buffer and associated wildlife habitat. The Environmentally Superior Alternative
contained in the PDEIR would not include Taxiway H and related features, which could
substantially lessen impacts to the Ecological Reserve and Reserve Zone.

The DEIR is programmatic, and subsequent projects will require specific funding and more
specific Project-level review and discretionary approval (PDEIR pg. ES-3).

The existing Airport is located on 948 acres of city-owned land; and interfaces with the Title 14-
designated state Ecological Reserve and Marine Conservation Area. The Department has
management responsibilities for the 406 acre City-owned portion of the Ecological Reserve,
pursuant to conditions outlined in the 1987 Agreement. Most of the project area, including the
existing airport and areas where new project features are proposed, lies within the 100-year
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) floodplain (PDEIR Exhibit 4g).

Wildlife with the potential to be impacted by the project include the Federally Endangered
southern steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss) and tidewater goby (Eucyclogobius newberryi), the
State Endangered Belding’s savannah sparrow (Passerculus sandwichensis beldingi), the State
Fully Protected white-tailed kite (Elanus caeruleus), numerous wildlife California Species of
Special Concern including burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), and 17 species of California Rare
Plant Rank (CRPR) List 1B and locally rare plants.

COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Department offers the comments and recommendations below to assist the City in
adequately identifying and/or mitigating the Project’s significant, or potentially significant, direct
and indirect impacts on fish and wildlife (biological) resources.

The Department’s Role for Activities Impacting the Ecological Reserve:

The 1987 Agreement and associated Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) identify a 406 acre
area (Exhibit B to the Agreement, area mapped and zoned Recreation/Open Space) that
became the state-designated Goleta Slough Ecological Reserve, along with a 34 acre area held
in fee by the Department. Establishing a permanent, managed preserve for Goleta Slough was
initially required by LCP C-1 (see 1987 Agreement); activities are now governed in part by the
LCP’s Chapter 29.25 Goleta Slough Reserve Zone. LCP 29.25.060 stipulates the City shall
enter into a binding agreement with the State Department of Fish and Game (now Fish and
Wildlife) to establish the slough as part of an ecological preserve system for the purposes of
management, preservation, enhancement and restoration.

Certain features of the proposed Project, if constructed, would place additional development,
facilities, and mitigation activities on existing Ecological Reserve lands. In order to remove Title
14 protections, or to access and undertake projects on Ecological Reserve lands, the
Department would need to agree to formally modify the Ecological Reserve boundaries by
revising the 1987 Agreement; additionally the Department must also provide direct authorization
as Ecological Reserve Manager for access to and activities within the Ecological Reserve,
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including any restoration or mitigation-related projects (See Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §§ 550,
subd. (d); 550.5, 630). The PDEIR does not adequately describe the Department’s role with
regard to the existing Ecological Reserve and Marine Conservation Area.

The Department considers any decision on our part to alter the boundaries or alter the habitat
values within the designated Ecological Reserve to be a discretionary decision and subject to
appropriate CEQA review and public disclosure. The Executive Summary on page 3 and other
sections of the PDEIR need to correctly describe the Department’s role as manager of the
State-designated Ecological Reserve and Marine Conservation Area, and additionally its
Responsible Agency role under CEQA in any amendment of the 1987 Agreement to alter the
boundaries of the Ecological Reserve. Although any amendment to the 1987 Agreement would
be handled by the South Coast Regional Office of the Department, including sign off of
amended documents by the Regional Manager, the approval process will also include
notification to the Califomia Fish and Game Commission to give it the opportunity comment on
the amendment, removal of protected lands, and any necessary changes to Title 14.

Land use mitigation measure LU/mm-3 addresses Impact LU-4 which identifies that
recommended projects such as Taxiway H could result in inconsistencies with the LCP related
to Goleta Slough. LU/mm-3 stipulates that the City and the Department “shall amend” the 1987
Agreement to adjust boundaries to: 1) exclude the 11.2 acre Taxiway H project site from the
Ecological Reserve; and 2) include a 1:1 acre land trade for other City property in the slough.
This mitigation measure is problematic in that the Department’s decision to remove Title 14
protections, alter the Agreement, change habitat conditions, or swap lands, is discretionary.
There is no guarantee that the Department and the City can reach a mutually-agreed upon
amendment and land swap. Additionally, the Department does not control the actions of the
Fish and Game Commission, which may also have some discretionary role in any decision to
modify the Agreement.

For those reasons, LU/mm3 may be an infeasible mitigation measure and the Department
recommends the City consider the Environmentally Superior Alternative which would
substantially reduce potential impacts to biological resources and slough hydrology.

The Department’s Responsible Agency Role for Streambed Alterations:

Specific projects tiered to the PDEIR may require direct authorization by the Department under
the Lake or Streambed Alteration (LSA) Program. That permitting will need to be coordinated
with the Department’s land management program which has direct responsibility for the
Ecological Reserve. In this regard, the Department would be acting as a Responsible Agency
under CEQA.

PDEIR Exhibit 4C depicts State jurisdiction relative to jurisdictional wetlands, waters of the
state, and the Department streambed and riparian locations. This figure uses various colors of
blue and is difficult to read. We know that the current drought cycle has reduced rainfall and
has stressed wetlands and transitional wetland areas. The Department does not support the
loss of areas capable of supporting wetlands without full consideration of the effect of drought
on indicator species, soils and hydrology. This figure shows numerous areas including the
potential Taxiway H area and infield areas as potentially supporting state wetlands, meaning
wetlands meeting at least one of three criteria under state wetland policy (Cowardin, et. al.
1979).

City of Santa Barbara B-67 Final Program EIR

CDFW-25
(cont'd)

CDFW-26

CDFW-27

CDFW-28



Mr. Andrew Bermond, AICP

City of Santa Barbara, Planning Division
September 12, 2016

Page 5 of 17

The Department recommends the City notify us under the LSA Program of any project that
could affect areas depicted as potential wetlands, Waters of the State, as well as streambeds
and riparian areas (Exhibit 4C). This figure may not accurately capture potential wetland areas,
since, for example, we have aiready noted that the south half of possible Mitigation Area 4 has
been documented as dominated by a native facultative wetland grass (Hordeum
brachyantherum) (Lichvar, 2013; Rincon, 2015). The salt marsh is hydrologically
interconnected with stream channels and subsurface water tables and therefore included in our
jurisdiction. The Department will determine our final jurisdiction once we have received
notification under the LSA Program.

Consistency with Existing Zoning and Management Plans:

The existing LCP requirements and procedures governing development within the Reserve
Zone are described in Chapter 29.25. This establishes that generally, the environmentally
sensitive habitat areas of the Goleta Slough are to be protected, preserved, and maintained for
future generations; where there are conflicts with various provisions of this chapter, the more
restrictive laws or regulations are to apply (LCP 29.25.010). The more restrictive regulations
favor the environmentally sensitive habitats of Goleta Slough. The intent of establishing the
Reserve Zone is to ensure that any development in or adjacent to any "wet area” is designed to
preserve the wetland as it exists or improve habitat values of the Reserve Zone (LCP
29.25.010). Other LCP requirements speak to coastal development permit requirements, which
include establishing buffers around environmentally sensitive areas and/or including habitat
areas supporting rare, threatened, endangered species, fully protected species, species of
special concern, and plants designated as rare by the California Native Plant Society (now
called the California Rare Plant Rank, which is a Department designation).

Permitted uses under this zoning are specifically identified in LCP 29.25.030 and are limited to
restoration projects, nature study, maintenance and water-related activities, and incidental
public services related to maintaining existing services. The LCP also requires written
comments on proposed coastal development permits from the State of California Department of
Fish and Game (now Fish and Wildlife); review is to be coordinated through the City of Santa
Barbara Community Development Department Staff (LCP 29.25.020(C)(4). Projects must be
found consistent with the City’s Coastal Land Use Plan, California Coastal Act policies, and be
uses dependent upon the environmentally sensitive area or is otherwise consistent with Section
30233 of the Coastal Act (LCP 29.25.050(A-D).

The PDEIR defers evaluating Land Use impacts to the project-specific level, and defers detailed
analysis of consistency with existing plans despite the fact that projects must be consistent with
the existing LCP and related policies under current zoning. LU/mm- 1 describes conducting this
analysis during the Coastal Development Permit and/or Local Coastal Plan amendment review
process; impacts LU-4 and LU-6 describe that projects such as Taxiway H could result in
inconsistencies with the policies related to the slough.

Impacts LU-4 and LU-6 are addressed by developing a subsequent project-specific impact
analysis for the Taxiway H component (LU/mm-1). LU/mm-2 requires a consistency
determination be conducted relative to the “Slough Management Plan”; whether this plan refers
to the Goleta Slough Area Sea Level Rise and Management Plan (Goleta Slough Management
Plan) prepared by the Goleta Slough Management Committee (ESA, 2015) is not clear. The
Goleta Slough Management Plan was developed by a stakeholder advisory group, and does not
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constitute the management plan for the Department’s Ecological Reserve, required by LCP
condition 29.25.060. Additionally, the 1987 Agreement states the Department is the entity
responsible for the maintenance and management of the Ecological Reserve. The Department
has specific requirements for preparing management plans for Title 14-designated Ecological
Reserves and direct authority to manage and implement actions on the ground. The
management plan envisioned under LCP condition 29.25.060 has yet to be prepared. The
Department’s existing 1988 management plan for the Ecological Reserve is an important CDFW-31
guidance document and should be updated. (cont'd)

The Department welcomes input from the Goleta Slough Management Committee and values
the informational documents they have prepared, and we periodically participate in committee
discussions and work products. However, LU/mm-2 must be modified to indicate the
Department is the agency responsible for management of the Ecological Reserve and Marine
Conservation Area, and that any project features and/or mitigation measures within those areas
may require additional Department approval.

The Department finds that aspects of the proposed Project, and especially Taxiway H, are in
conflict with the current LCP. Constructing a new Taxiway H on existing Ecological Reserve
with a footprint impact of at least 11.2 acres, would not appear to be an incidental public service
(LCP 29.25.030 (B)); does not appear to be a use dependent upon environmentally sensitive CDFW-32
resources (LCP 29.25.050 (C)); and, has not been designed to prevent impacts that would
degrade environmentally sensitive habitats in our view as Trustee Agency, or as a Responsible
Agency for future project approvals within the Department’s jurisdiction. (LCP 29.25.050 (D)).

Aspects of the Airport's Wildlife Hazard Management Plan (WHMP) and general hazing
activities may be inconsistent with LCP requirements. For example, mowing beyond 135 feet of
airport runways and taxiways would require a Coastal Development Permit (LCP 29.25.040 (2)).
The Department is unaware if the Airport has a LCP authorization for ongoing mowing of habitat
areas beyond 135 feet parallel to existing runways and taxiways. CDFW-33
Review of LCP consistency with the ongoing WHMP and on-the-ground activities needs to
occur. Activities which haze and harass wildlife, reduce habitat values, or remove wildlife from
the Reserve Zone and/or Ecological Reserve lead directly to the degradation of the environment
and in the Department's view these actions are inconsistent with the LCP requirements under
29.25.050 (D).

Habitat Values in Vicinity of Proposed Taxiway H:

The land area within the Reserve Zone where proposed Taxiway H would be constructed
serves as an existing buffer between Runway 7-25 and Los Carneros Creek. Los Carneros
Creek is an environmentally sensitive habitat area known to support tidewater goby, southern
steelhead and sensitive birds. The Department's Goleta Slough Ecological Reserve CDFW-34
Management Plan specifically identified this area adjacent Los Carneros Creek as a key area
for white-tailed kite, a fully protected species (Fong, et al. 1988). The area has been degraded
by past airport ground disturbance and maintenance activities. Nonetheless, the area provides
important habitat functions within the Ecological Reserve and larger slough, and could be —
improved with active restoration. Approximately 12.4 acres of total disturbance would occurto ]
construct and maintain Taxiway H, including 11.2 acre of direct construction impacts to the CDFW-35
Ecological Reserve; 6.1 acres of new pavement and shoulders would be installed; and 6.3 acres
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would be maintained as a “taxiway object free area” (PDEIR 4-35). We were unable to locate a
description of potential impacts to biological resources from this maintenance.

This general area serves as an existing spatial buffer between the established airport Runway CDFW-35
7-25 and Los Carneros Creek environmentally sensitive habitat area and may support remnant ,
state wetlands (Exhibit 4C). The current “setback” distance of 600 feet would be substantially (cont'd)
reduced to 200-250 feet if Taxiway H is constructed, eliminating most of its buffering value, and
particularly its value as a spatial noise buffer (see subsequent discussion under Noise). The
area also provides some infiltration services which help sustain wetland function within the
slough. —

The general area where Taxiway H is proposed serves several other important functions within
the slough ecosystem, including: 1) foraging habitat for local declining species of raptors; 2)
breeding and foraging habitat for declining passerine birds such as horned lark (Eremophila CDFW-36
alpestris); 3) the higher elevations in this area of the slough serve as flood refugia for wildlife
during high flow events; and 4) the general area is likely to provide future direct coastal habitat
values under various sea level rise scenarios, while much of the lower and central slough is
projected to convert to unvegetated mud flats by 2100 (ESA, 2015). _

Some aspects of the WHMP result in direct adverse impacts to habitats and wildlife within the
Reserve Zone and on the Ecological Reserve. Maintenance activities are generally described in
Table 4F. The PDEIR concludes that since the airport is hazing raptors north of Runway 7-25,
where Taxiway H is proposed, this area is not suitable for raptor foraging (PDEIR pg 4-36). This
suggests that we must fully consider this additional cumulative impact associated with ongoing
Airport operations relative to areas subject to wildlife hazard reduction and hazing.

The Department was unable to locate an assessment of impacts from the wildlife hazard
reduction program and activities relative to new and increased facilities proposed under the
Master Plan in the PDEIR, and particularly, Taxiway H. These direct and indirect effects to
resident and migratory wildlife within the Reserve Zone must be fully evaluated and
fundamentally avoided. As one example, the PDEIR notes that currently the Airport mows
wildlife habitat twice a year and extends 135 feet from paved areas (PDEIR pg 4-20).
Elsewhere in the document, it describes that the entire Taxiway H project area is mowed

(PDEIR pg 4-35). This is a serious discrepancy, as the “entire taxiway H project area” means CDFW-37
about 11.2 acres of Ecological Reserve is subjected to mowing. We previously indicated the
LCP suggests that “mowing the entire taxiway H area” would require a Coastal Development
Permit.

The existing 1988 MOU between the Department and the City identified areas in this location
which supported transitional wetland and were not to be mowed. Fong et al. (1988) identified
this area as supporting Palustrine Wetlands including Haline Vernal Wetlands (based upon a
1984 map from Santa Barbara Airport EIR, Map 1) and is a key white-tail kite foraging resource.
Continued disturbance associated with airport activities can be examined on Google Earth
imagery. In 2002, the area appears to have been scraped which would damage soils, perennial
wetland vegetation, and likely caused soil compaction. In 2005, the area was used for staging
the reconstruction of portions of Los Carneros Creek, which now has roadways on both sides
which disrupt habitat connectivity and wildlife use. It now appears the entire area is mowed and
it is therefore not surprising the wildlife values have been degraded. Perennial wetland
vegetation would be expected to be damaged by biannual mowing. Mowing perennial
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herbaceous vegetation favors replacement with annual grasses which are more tolerant of
mowing. Removal of vegetation cover via mowing exacerbates soil compaction and reduces
infiltration necessary to sustain wetlands.

If the Taxiway H project would require new or intensified hazing or habitat modification activities
on the Ecological Reserve, or Reserve Zone, these specific impacts must be fully disclosed and
evaluated in the PDEIR. Direct and indirect impacts to habitats and biological resources should
be fully mitigated and should meet the LCP requirements that development in areas adjacent to
an environmentally sensitive habitat area shall be designed to prevent impacts which would
significantly degrade such areas and shall be compatible with the continuance of such habitat
(LCP 29.25.050 (D)). Ongoing and new hazing impacts are likely to occur, are not analyzed in
the PDEIR, and some activities are inconsistent with aspects of the LCP in the Department's
opinion.

The habitat values and functions in the Taxiway H project area should be viewed as
environmentally sensitive habitats in the Coastal Zone and provided the necessary protections
to maintain and protect the slough for future generations while balancing airport needs. The
habitat values in this spatial location of the slough which would be converted to a taxiway are
critically important and warrant continued protection under Title 14 as part of the Ecological
Reserve. The Department both as Responsible Agency under CEQA and the agency tasked
with management of the Ecological Reserve must weigh these values when we consider
proposals to exclude the Taxiway H area from the Ecological Reserve and replace it with land
elsewhere (see LU/mm-3). In order to properly do that, the impacts discussed above must be
fully disclosed and evaluated in the PDEIR.

Proposed Wetland Mitigation Areas:

The PDEIR discusses impacts to potential state and federal wetlands should the taxiway be
extended westward. The PDEIR includes a general set of mitigation concepts that would be
further developed in a subsequent plan, the Programmatic Wetland Restoration Plan (PWRP).
Four areas are identified within the Goleta Slough where wetland mitigation could potentially be
undertaken, generally at a 2:1 ratio. The four areas are shown on maps in Exhibit 4D and
described in Table 4G.

Department review indicates that Areas 1 (3.5 acres) and 2 (2.2 acres) are fully contained within
the existing Ecological Reserve on airport property and are protected by Title 14. Any mitigation
or restoration activity in this location will need to be authorized by the Department as the agency
responsible for management of the Ecological Reserve (and as a Responsible Agency under
CEQA in its approval of those activities). Table 4G describes Area 1 as being half on the
Ecological Reserve and located on the Department property also known as Western Goleta
Slough (PDEIR pg 4-41-42). This description appears incorrect, based upon the mapped
location on Exhibit 4D. The Department again notes that Area 2 supports a population of the
rare annual southern tarplant (Centromadia parryi australis), a California Rare Plant Rank 1b
declining plant which requires protection and is an environmentally sensitive resource.

Area 4 (14.7 acres) adjoins the western edge of the existing southern runway. Department
maps indicate southern part of Area 4 is already within the boundaries of the Ecological
Reserve, habitat maps show this area is primarily vegetated with meadow barley, a native

City of Santa Barbara B-71 Final Program EIR

CDFW-37
(cont'd)

CDFW-38

CDFW-39

CDFW-40




Mr. Andrew Bermond, AICP

City of Santa Barbara, Planning Division
September 12, 2016

Page 9 of 17

facultative wetland species (Rincon, 2015). The Department would not support converting
habitats in Area 4 to other habitat types for mitigation.

Area 3 is the only location currently fully outside the existing Ecological Reserve boundary.
Creation of wetlands at this location would potentially affect existing native grasslands that
occupy portions of the area (Rincon, 2015) and the resident wildlife attempting to reside there.
We note that Belding savanna sparrow activity has been documented in the adjoining marsh
near Area 3 (Fong et al. 1988); this area likely supports foraging resources and intensive
restoration activity in this location could disrupt Belding savanna sparrow’s resident, year-round
activity, including foraging.

The PDEIR indicates the four mitigation areas would provide an opportunity for almost 30 acres
of new wetlands (PDEIR pg 4-41). BIO/mm-1 Component 2 describes that wetland mitigation
should occur on airport property within the slough on uplands currently mapped as disturbed or
dominated by non-native species. Where such areas are upland or transitional habitats, the
Department generally does not support lowering elevations, removing soil, recontouring, or type
conversion to other habitats, including emergent wetland. Current sea level rise projections
suggest that sediment accretion would be helpful within the slough but currently, sedimentation
processes are impaired and most sediment is removed from the system.

The PDEIR indicates that for mitigation, only certain vegetation types be restored within the
Ecological Reserve (BIO/mm-1(4)). Restoration goals for the state Ecological Reserve should
be based upon the physical habitat conditions, soils, salinity and hydrology and restoration
objectives must be approved by the Department.

Previous airfield safety projects were required to mitigate seasonal wetland impacts at a 4:1
ratio for area, under existing LCP Policy C-11, which is twice the area proposed under BIO/mm-
1: this suggests more area may be needed to meet regulatory mitigation requirements. The
Department therefore concludes that it is uncertain whether it is feasible to mitigate additional
losses of wetlands, transitional wetlands, and upland resources in the existing Goleta Slough on
airport-owned property.

Proposed Ecological Reserve Land Swap Areas:

The PDEIR identifies the potential to lose 11.2 acres of existing Ecological Reserve in order to
construct an extended Taxiway H. LU/mm-3 would require a 1:1 land exchange where
protected Ecological Reserve land would be removed, to be replaced with other Airport property
(PDEIR ES-15). As a Responsible Agency under CEQA with discretionary approval of any land
trades, the Department would need to carefully evaluate potential exchange lands and we would
require specifics on the land swap details before such a trade could be evaluated, including
information on any potential environmental impacts from the swap. The PDEIR and associated
documents do not provide sufficient background for the Department as Responsible Agency to
make that determination.

Noise and Vibration Impacts to Wildlife:

The PDEIR describes activities the Department finds would increase sources of noise and
vibration, which would be expected to adversely affect onsite wildiife in the Ecological Reserve,
Marine Conservation Area and in other nearby wildlife habitat areas in and around the slough.
The PDEIR has not quantified or analyzed the adverse effects to resident and migratory wildlife
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from: a) new sources of noise and vibration in new areas; and b) increases in enplanements/air
traffic over time, which would increase the frequency and duration of noise and vibration events.
The noise analysis in PDEIR is included in a section under Land Use, does not quantify the
impacts of noise and vibrations on fish and wildlife species, and does not treat fish and wildlife
as a sensitive receptor.

A growing body of literature indicates that noise is an intense, widespread pollutant adversely
affecting wildlife in a variety of ways. There are many hidden costs of noise exposure in wildlife,
including compromising predator/prey detection, mating signals, altering temporal and/or
movement patterns, and increasing physiological stress (Francis and Barbor 2013). Noise
impacts on terrestrial animals can take many forms, including changing habitat use and activity
patterns, increasing stress response, decreasing immune response, reducing reproductive
success, increasing predation risk, degrading conspecific communication, and damaging
hearing if the sound is sufficiently loud (Pater et al. 2009). Chronic and frequent noise interferes
with animals’ abilities to detect important sounds, whereas intermittent and unpredictable noise
is often perceived as a threat (Kight and Swaddle 2011). Most importantly, these effects can
lead to fitness costs, directly or indirectly affecting survival and reproductive success (Francis
and Barbor 2013).

Freshwater fish and aquatic invertebrates also experience noise and vibration impacts. Water
fundamentally amplifies and carries sound long distances. Sound travels faster and is much
less attenuated in water than in air, making it the perfect means for communication over long
distances (Amoser and Ladich, 2005). Noise is an omnipresent environmental constraint on the
auditory system of fish and ultimately determines the detectability of sounds relevant to their
orientation toward prey, predators, and conspecifics, and to acoustic communication in their
environment; sounds from different sources provide fishes with information relevant for survival,
e.g., finding mates and prey or avoiding predators (Wysock and Ladich, 2005). Loud noises
and vibrations can “mask” natural sounds necessary for fish, invertebrates, and other types of
wildlife to respond to environmental conditions and represents an adverse impact.

Wildlife vary in the sound frequencies they are capable of hearing, some types of wildlife can
hear differing sound frequencies than humans, and their responses also vary and do not
equate to human hearing (FHWA 2011). For example, the following ranges have been reported
by FWHA (2011) for various categories of wildlife:

Mammals: 10 Hz to 150 kHz; sensitivity to -20 dB
Birds: 100 Hz to 8-10 kHz; sensitivity at 0-10 dB
Reptiles: 50 Hz to 2 kHz; sensitivity at 40-50 dB
Amphibians: 100 Hz to 2 kHz; sensitivity from 10-60 dB

Actual hearing damage to individual animal’s hearing structures can occur from loud noises and
vibration as well. The responses of some wildlife species to abnormal noise levels are severe
and can include impaired hearing and stress (Bureau of Land Management, 1981). Stebbins
(1974) reported that some reptiles suffer hearing loss at sound levels of 60 dB, which is well
below the range of noise levels that would be expected from jets operating on a new taxiway.
Birds, like humans, experience damage to the auditory receptors (hair cells) from loud noises.
The sound intensity that produces damage and the amount of damage produced differs
depending on the species. Although some if not all species of birds have the ability to repair
damaged hair cells, continued exposure to loud noises would prevent recovery of their hearing
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(Beason, 2004). The new Taxiway H project would introduce new very loud and frequent noise | CDFW-42
events close to Los Carneros Creek. (cont'd)
The PDEIR identifies existing noise levels from 2011 using a Community Noise Equivalent Level
(CNEL) Noise Contour depicted on Figure 4J. Figure 4J shows existing CNEL in the active
airport area is 75 CNEL and then it goes down as one moves away from the noise source. The
Ecological Reserve north of Runway 7-25 experiences from 75-65 CNEL and 70-60 CNEL at
the Marine Conservation Area under existing conditions. CDFW-43

We located projected changes in CNEL on two figures in the Initial Study, one for 2017 and one
for 2032: both show reductions in the extent of noise, rather than increases that are likely to
occur with a new Taxiway H feature and increased airport use. The small reduction in spatial
area experiencing 75 CNEL-noise levels projected for 2017 and 2032 occurs because of
requirements that airplane noise levels be reduced. _

No information is depicted showing how noise and vibration would change if Taxiway H, for
instance, were constructed and operated, or how noise and vibration would change over time
cumulatively, as increased airport facilities are likely to have a growth-inducing effect.

Taxiway H, for example, would largely be located on the existing Ecological Reserve introducing
new noise and vibration impacts close to Los Cameros Creek. Currently the existing runway is
about 600 feet south of this stream, but if Taxiway H is constructed it would be about 200-250
feet from sensitive riparian and aquatic resources. The Department considers the loss of at
least 12 acres currently buffering Los Carneros Creek from the existing airport’s noise and
vibration to be a significant adverse impact to fish and wildlife and is likely a Class | impact.
This buffer function cannot be replaced at offsite locations through a land trade or revegetation
effort.

The LCP minimum buffer requirements of 100 feet around wetlands within the Reserve Zone
will not adequately buffer new noise, vibrations, lighting, and other potential indirect impacts
from a new Taxiway H feature (LCP 29.25.020(C)(1)(f). Exhibit 4J shows that north of the
existing runways, existing CNEL levels only decline by 5§ CNEL over the 600 foot swath of CDFW-44
habitat before encountering Los Carneros Creek and endangered fish populations. A 100 foot
buffer would clearly not be sufficient to neutralize adverse fragmentation effects from noise and
vibration when we consider the data presented in Exhibit 4J.

Taxiway H would also introduce new sources of noise and vibration even closer to the Los
Carneros Creek than the existing runway 7-25, which constitutes another significant adverse
impact directly related to new airport facilities under the proposed Master Plan. The taxiway is
depicted in Exhibit 2D and would be closer to Los Carneros Creek than it would be to the
existing runway 7-25, introducing new frequent episodes of loud noise from aircraft including
jets. The taxiway is likely to be used for private and corporate jets rather than commercial jets
and their sound levels differ. A quantified analysis of noise and vibration levels relative to
affected fish and wildlife resources is not included in the PDEIR and should specifically be
included to address the sound levels and sound frequencies likely to occur from the various
types of aircraft that would operate on the proposed taxiway. Other project features which, if
constructed and operated, could increase noise and vibration adjacent to fish and wildlife
populations, the Ecological Reserve, and Marine Conservation Area, must also be analyzed.
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The PDEIR mentions that indirect effects from “noise” could occur during construction relative to
impacting the state endangered Belding’s savanna sparrow and breeding birds in Los Carneros
Creek (PDEIR pg 4-37). The PDEIR concludes this is a Class Il impact that can be avoided by
limiting construction to outside the nesting season or using appropriate buffers (Mitigation
Measure BIO/mm-3); and by monitoring noise levels during construction in Belding’s habitat to CDFW-45
determine if a significant disruption in foraging occurs (BIO/MM-4). The Department is
concerned construction and Airport activities will disrupt foraging activity of the state-listed
Belding savanna sparrow, a non-migratory year round resident of Goleta Slough; the species
should continue to enjoy the Ecological Reserve protections and land use protections it is
supposed to receive within this geographic area (see LCP Chapter 29.25.010).

The PDEIR analysis only addresses construction noise impacts and does not address noise and
vibration impacts from ongoing operations of a Taxiway H feature and other project components
that may be located near streams and environmentally sensitive wildlife habitats. Some of the
highest levels of noise associated with human activity are the noise and vibration from jet
aircraft. For example, one jet engine taking off is reported as 140 dB, an airplane taking off is
reported as 140 dB, and one jet engine on a ramp is reported as 120 dB (Center for Hearing
and Communications website, 2016). CDFW-46

The PDEIR depicts existing noise levels using Community Noise Equivalent Levels (CNEL) on
Exhibit 4J. The depicted values therefore represent noise levels averaged over a 24 hour period
with adjustments for human hearing and sensitivities, not wildlife. It is likely a dB(A) scale
(adjusted for human hearing), was used to measure existing noise levels. By using averaged
values, individual short duration high noise events tied to taxi-ing, landings and takeoffs aren't
evaluated for adverse noise effects to fish and wildlife.

The PDEIR notes the existing Santa Barbara General Plan requires that planning for airport
development should be guided by the following basic principles and states “(N)oise, air
pollution, and all other adverse environmental and ecological impacts must be reduced and held
at absolute minimum levels” (PDEIR pg 4-47). This requirement has yet to be achieved in the CDFW-47
Department’s view. Class | level impacts from noise and vibration to wildlife are foreseeable
and likely; to avoid these adverse effects, the Department again recommends that the Taxiway
H component be relocated off the Ecological Reserve, substantially reduced in extent, or
eliminated from the Master Plan projects.

The Department recommends the City evaluate specific noise impacts to wildlife species
utilizing substantial data and scientific information. The analysis should not be weighted based
upon human hearing when analyzing potential effects on wildlife. Loss of a least 400 feet of
northern buffer if Taxiway H is constructed and operating constitutes a significant adverse
impact to wildlife in the Reserve Zone and on the Ecological Reserve in the Department’s CDFW-48
opinion as Responsible Agency. Feasible alternatives and mitigation to avoid substantial noise
and vibration impacts at the Ecological Reserve and general Reserve Zone have not been fully
explored in the Department’s opinion. Mitigating Impacts to the northern buffer on the existing
Ecological Reserve for the Taxiway project feature may not be feasible or possible, which leads
the Department to the conclusion that Class | impacts to environmentally sensitive habitats and
species are likely to occur.
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Cumulative Impacts and Losses of Raptor Foraging:

The Department's previous comments identified loss of raptor foraging habitats in the general
Goleta Slough area as a potentially significant impact at the project level and cumulatively. This
impact has not been adequately addressed in the PDEIR. Impact BIO-1 identifies loss of
jurisdictional wetlands and BIO/mm-1 speaks primarily to developing Wetland Restoration
Plans; upland habitat shall be mitigated at 1:1 for area (restoration to impact). Mitigating at this
level would result in a 50% loss of upland habitat resources and raptor foraging. Upland areas
including native and non-native grasslands, ruderal areas and open mixed habitat types are
known to support raptor foraging resources. Coastal wetlands also support raptor foraging
resources including small mammal populations.

The Department recently examined other projects in the City of Goleta which are under
construction or proposed, and they would remove approximately 265 acres of open space that
could be used by raptors for foraging. These losses are significant and constitute a significant
cumulative impact, as defined in CEQA Guidelines sections 15065 (a)(3) and 15355. The
Department is concerned the cumulative effects on raptor species are considerable, as defined
in CEQA Guidelines sections 15065 (a)(3) and 15355, and that the Project’s incremental effect
on raptor foraging habitat may be “cumulatively considerable”. Cumulatively considerable
means that the incremental effects of an individual project are significant when viewed in
connection with the effects of past projects, other current projects, and the effects of probable
future projects.

The Goleta Valley was documented in 1961 as supporting 10,600 acres of rangelands and

6,700 acres of agricultural lands, both of which support foraging resources for fully protected CDFW-49
white tailed kite and other raptors (Fong et. al. 1988). Most of this is now gone. Extensive
conversion of open space has also occurred in the Goleta Valley within the campus of the
University of California, Santa Barbara; but the Department has no recent estimate of losses
there. We know that numerous new areas around the University will be developed under the
University’s Long Range Plan; currently apartment housing is being constructed at Los
Carneros Road and Mesa Drive abutting the Department’s 12 acre western Goleta Slough
Ecological Reserve unit, eliminating raptor foraging and diminishing adjacent habitat values.
The North Campus Open Space project to restore Devereux Slough, just west of Goleta Slough,
will remove raptor foraging areas that currently exists and we expect it will require a number of
years to recover the small mammal resources in the restored habitat areas, further stressing
local raptor populations.

The PDEIR also identifies numerous past City projects at the Airport which have impacted
resources within the slough, Ecological Reserve, and/ or resulted in mitigation activities there
(PDEIR 4-14). Some past projects have removed raptor foraging areas from the Ecological
Reserve, and mitigation activities have led to conversion of upland areas to wetlands to meet
regulatory mitigation requirements.

The Department as Trustee and Responsible Agency must fully consider the cumulative effects
of past removals of Title 14 protected habitats and related developments in the larger slough. In
the Department'’s view, we cannot continue to remove upland and/or transitional habitats given
sea level rise projections, nor can we continue to convert them to wetlands when we consider
that this is a cumulatively significant adverse impact to other environmentally sensitive
resources.
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The cumulative effects of development projects on white-tailed kite populations in the City have
resulted in what has been described as a “trajectory of decline” (Mark Holmgren, pers. comm.).
The symptoms of the progressive decline in the local population of white-tailed kite include the
loss of ample foraging areas and loss of connections among open space areas which allow free
immigration, emigration, and dispersal (Mark Holmgren, pers. comm.). When raptor foraging
habitats are removed, birds must fundamentally travel longer distances to obtain food for them
and their young, which has a direct energy cost that reduces fithess and reproductive output. At
some point, even if a nest site is still useable, lack of nearby foraging resources will lead to local
extirpation in the general area. This is an unacceptable outcome for a fully protected species
reliant upon coastal zone resources, in the Department’s opinion.

It should be noted that the current drought, which may continue into the future given climate
change projections, has severely stressed interior populations of small mammals which are key
components of the food chain, affecting the food source for numerous raptors and other wildlife
species. Ongoing drought has increased the value of coastal habitats such as Goleta Slough
and nearby areas, which still experience cooler temperatures, receive some moisture from fog,
and are somewhat more drought resilient. As interior wetlands decline, coastal wetlands
become even more important in droughts, particularly for migratory birds.

The PDEIR does not adequately identify this potential impact; adequate mitigation for loss of
upland and raptor foraging habitat is not provided, in part due to the view that these species
have been hazed and therefore cannot utilize areas like where Taxiway H is proposed.

Should project components impose impacts on the Ecological Reserve, the Department has
direct approval authority under Title 14 for any activity affecting the protected resources.
BIO/mm-1 should be modified to indicate that the Department has final approval over wetland
and upland mitigation on the Ecological Reserve. The Goleta Slough Management Committee
does not have any approval authority, but the Department welcomes input and analysis from the
Committee to assist in making these discretionary decisions.

BIO/mm-1 should provide for compensatory habitat mitigation to offset cumulative losses of
upland foraging habitat at a greater ratio than 1:1 and this may require acquiring and
permanently protecting foraging resources outside the Reserve Zone. Cumulative loss of raptor
foraging areas and airport modifications to habitat areas that reduce foraging resources are
significant in Goleta Slough and are likely Class | impacts.

Alternatives:

The Department as a potential Responsible Agency for future project-related approvals and
Trustee for State wildlife resources has reviewed the alternatives to the proposed Master Plan.
We agree that the Environmentally Superior Alternative would substantially reduce adverse
impacts to Goleta Slough by eliminating the Taxiway H project feature and related projects.
This would reduce environmental impacts to Goleta Slough and avoid inconsistencies with the
City of Santa Barbara’s General Plan land use designation, the Airport's LCP, and Reserve
Zone zoning (PDEIR pg. 6-6). Other differences in impacts between the project as proposed
and the Environmentally Superior Alternative are a reduction in impacts related to construction,
indirect impacts to Goleta Slough, and a reduction in additional impervious surfaces (PDEIR pg.
6-6).
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This alternative would not address key safety issues as described in the PDEIR. Given that
removal of Ecological Reserve represents a major adverse impact within a designated
ecologically sensitive coastal area which will lead to Class | impacts in the Department's
opinion, we recommend the Airport more fully evaluate other means to improve safety. The
PDEIR notes that an FAA Advisory Circular mentions that runway crossings be limited to reduce
human error; such a design creates benefits including reducing the workload of air traffic
controllers (PDEIR pg. 6-6).

This suggests to the Department that increased air traffic controllers and better on the-ground
management could be explored and may provide feasible ways to improve safety without
impacting Goleta Slough. We encourage the City of Santa Barbara to expiore other means to
improve safety that are protective of Goleta Slough; selection of the Environmentally Superior
Alternative would better achieve this important goal and appears to be more consistent with the
LCP Reserve Zone Chapter 29.25 and the existing Ecological Reserve Title 14 regulations.

ENVIRONMENTAL DATA

CEQA requires that information developed in environmental impact reports and negative
declarations be incorporated into a database which may be used to make subsequent or
supplemental environmental determinations. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21003, subd. (e).)
Accordingly, please report any special status species and natural communities detected during
Project surveys to the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). The CNNDB field survey
form can be found at the following link: http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/pdfs/ CNDDB_
FieldSurveyForm.pdf. The completed form can be mailed electronically to CNDDB at the
following email address: CNDDB@uwildlife.ca.gov. The types of information reported to CNDDB
can be found at the following link: http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/plants_and_
animals.asp.

FILING FEES

The Project, as proposed, would have an impact on fish and/or wildlife, and assessment of filing
fees is necessary. Fees are payable upon filing of the Notice of Determination by the Lead
Agency and serve to help defray the cost of environmental review by the Department. Payment
of the fee is required in order for the underlying project approval to be operative, vested, and
final. (Cal. Code Regs, tit. 14, § 753.5; Fish & G. Code, § 711.4; Pub. Resources Code, §
21089.)

CONCLUSION

The Department appreciates the opportunity to comment on this recirculated PDEIR to assist
the City of Santa Barbara in identifying and mitigating Project impacts on biological resources.

We encourage the City of Santa Barbara to explore other means to improve safety that are
protective of Goleta Slough; selection of the Environmentally Superior Alternative would better
achieve this important goal and appears to be more consistent with the LCP Reserve Zone
Chapter 29.25 and existing Ecological Reserve regulations.

Due to the issues presented in this letter, the Department concludes that the recirculated PDEIR
and associated record do not adequately identify or mitigate the Project's significant, or
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potentially significant, impacts on biological resources. As a Responsible Agency, the
Department may consider the option provided in CEQA Guidelines section 15042. In addition,
because of these issues, it is unlikely that the City of Santa Barbara has the basis to approve
the project or make “findings” as required by CEQA unless the environmental document is
modified to eliminate and/or mitigate significant impacts, as reasonably feasible (CEQA
Guidelines, §§ 15074, 15091 & 15092), notwithstanding a statement of overriding
considerations.

Thank you for this opportunity to provide comment. Questions regarding this letter and further
coordination on these issues should be directed to Ms. Mary Meyer, Senior Environmental
Scientist (Specialist) at (805) 640-8019 or Mary.Meyer@Wildlife.ca.gov.

Sincerely, = %
% O\

/t")_i O X {"Lf L “-(:'3‘/

Edmund Pert
Regional Manager
South Coast Region

ec; Ms. Christine Thompson, CDFW, Santa Maria
Ms. Christine Found-Jackson, CDFW, Westlake Village
Mr. Richard Burg, CDFW, San Diego
Ms. Sarah Rains, CDFW, Newbury Park
Ms. Mary Meyer, CDFW, Qjai
Ms. Loni Adams, CDFW, San Diego
Mr. Roger Root, USFWS, Ventura, roger_root@wildlife.gov
Mr. Jonna Engel, CCC, Jonna.Engel@coastal.ca.gov
Mr. Scott Morgan, SCH, Sacramento
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Response to Recirculated Draft Program EIR - Letter 9
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)
Dated September 12, 2016

CDFW-1 through CDFW-18 are included in Appendix A of this Final Program EIR.

CDFW-19: This comment states that the CDFW provided previous comments (dated October
29, 2015) on the Draft Program EIR and that this letter is intended to supplement that letter.
Response: Comment noted.

CDFW-20: This comment provides information on the CDFW'’s role as a State Trustee Agency
for fish and wildlife resources.

Response: Comment noted.

CDFW-21: This comment states the CDFW is also submitting comments as a Responsible
Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) due to its regulatory authority
related to the project, the Department’s role as manager of Title 14-administered lands (i.e.,
the Goleta Slough Ecological Reserve, GSER), and manager of the Goleta Slough Marine
Conservation Area, which overlaps part of the GSER.

Response: Comment noted. No CDFW approvals are necessary for adoption of the proposed
Airport Master Plan. The Program EIR recognizes that some future recommended implementing
projects (e.g., Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project) would be subject to CFDW regulations.
CDFW-22: This comment provides background on the establishment of the GSER.

Response: Comment noted.

CDFW-23: This comment summarizes future projects identified in the proposed Airport Master
Plan and specifically calls out the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project. It also identifies the

Environmentally Superior alternative as the Airport Master Plan without the Taxiway H project.

Response: Comment noted. However, the characterization of the Taxiway H Airfield Safety
Project is not entirely accurate. The existing taxiway would be extended approximately 2,350
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feet westerly from the edge of the existing apron pavement. The northerly edge of taxiway
shoulder pavement would be approximately 358 feet north of the northerly edge of the existing
runway shoulder. A permanent loss of approximately 6.1 acres of existing habitat would occur
due to the installation of pavement for the taxiway and taxiway shoulders. The remainder the
disturbance area would be graded to Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) taxiway safety
standards, but could then be allowed to revegetate with vegetation similar to what is currently
present (i.e., brome grass). The Final Program EIR (Section 2.2.1) has been revised to clarify this
point.

CDFW-24: This comment states the Draft EIR on the proposed Airport Master Plan is
programmatic, and that subsequent projects will require specific funding and more specific
project-level reviews and discretionary approvals. This comment also summarizes potential
environmental conditions related to the project, including the presence of a 100-year
floodplain and protected wildlife and plants.

Response: Comment noted. Most, if not all, of the sensitive wildlife and plants that this comment
mentions would not be directly impacted by any of the proposed Airport Master Plan projects.
If impacts such as degradation of water quality due to flooding were to occur, indirect impacts
could result. However, the Airport currently has in place numerous measures and procedures to
minimize its effects on the Slough and tributary creeks and associated sensitive flora and fauna.
It operates under permit conditions of the State Water Resources Board and prepares routine
monitoring reports, as required. As a result, water quality impacts related to implementation of
the proposed Master Plan are considered to be less than significant (Final Program EIR, Section
4.5.4).

CDFW-25: This comment reiterates the Department’s various roles associated with the GSER
and states that the Recirculated Draft Program EIR does not adequately describe the
Department’s role with regard to the GSER and Marine Conservation Area.

Response: Comment noted. The Final Program EIR has been revised to include additional
information regarding CDFW's various roles (see Section 2.5).

CDFW-26: This comment states that LU/mm-3 of the Program EIR, which requires that the City
of Santa Barbara and CDFW amend their Cooperative Agreement for the GSER, is a future
discretionary approval for the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project that cannot be guaranteed and
is, therefore, not a feasible mitigation measure.

Response: The LU/mm-3 wording has been clarified to provide that a process shall be pursued in
cooperation with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife toward amending the 1987 GSER
Cooperative Agreement to accommodate the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project and establish its
consistency with the Agreement. The Final Program EIR recognizes that future approvals of
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amendments to the Agreement and other planning documents is necessary to establish policy
consistency for the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project. This project would not proceed without
these amendments. Thus, the identified measures constitute full mitigation of the potential
inconsistency impacts.

CDFW-27: This comment states that specific projects tiered to the Program EIR may require
direct authorization from CDFW under the Lake or Streambed Alteration (LSA) Program,
another reason that the Department may be a Responsible Agency.

Response: Comment noted. The Final Program EIR text has been clarified to identify CDFW roles
and responsibilities (Section 2.5).

CDFW-28: This comment states that Exhibit 4C of the Program EIR, which shows State
jurisdiction relative to wetlands, waters of the State, and streambed and riparian locations, is
hard to read. This comment also states that the current drought cycle has affected indicator
species, soils, and hydrology.

Response: Comment noted. Although the Program EIR and analysis of the overall Master Plan is
based on 2012 surveys, which occurred before the full extent of the recent drought cycle,
additional site-specific surveys will be required for any future individual projects potentially
affecting sensitive biological resources as part of project-specific environmental review. Exhibit
4C uses previously published maps and, therefore, did not attempt to provide a different color
scheme.

CDFW-29: This comment states that CDFW recommends that the City notify them under the
LSA Program of any project that could affect areas depicted as potential wetlands, waters of
the State, or streambeds and riparian areas.

Response: Comment noted. The City will notify the CDFW of any project that is subject to the
LSA Program.

CDFW-30: This comment summarizes existing Local Coastal Plan (LCP) requirements and
procedures relative to the Goleta Slough Reserve (G-S-R) zone and Airport LCP as well as the
discussion contained in the Program EIR relative to future potential projects within the G-S-R
zone.

Response: Comment noted. The Final Program EIR recognizes LCP requirements and procedures

for future individual projects located within the Coastal Zone and refers to subsequent coastal
development permit processes.
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CDFW-31: This comment states that the Program EIR defers evaluating land use impacts (i.e.,
of the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project) per LU/mm-1. It also states that the Program EIR
(LU/mm-2) requires that future potential projects provide a consistency determination with
the Goleta Slough Area Sea Level Rise and Management Plan (Slough Management Plan), but
that this does not constitute the management plan for the Department’s Ecological Reserve,
required by LCP condition 29.25.060. In fact, a management plan as envisioned by the LCP has
never been prepared. This comment also states that the CDFW’s existing 1988 management
plan for the Ecological Reserve should be updated. The comment then goes on to state that
LU/mm-2 must be modified to state that any project features and/or mitigation measures
within the GSER or Marine Conservation Area may require additional CDFW approval.

Response: This EIR is a Program EIR on a planning document (i.e., the proposed Airport Master
Plan) and identifies overall land use impacts on a programmatic level. More detailed project-
specific environmental and policy analysis and the development of a more detailed mitigation
program for the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project would be provided as part of the subsequent
project permit process based on more detailed project design. Associated analysis of consistency
with the G-S-R zone and the policies of the Airport’s LCP would be conducted as part of the
Coastal Development Permit and LCP amendment/General Plan amendment/rezone process.
These future discretionary actions have been included in the Program EIR as LU/mm-1 to allow
their occurrence to be part of the Program EIR’s mitigation, monitoring, and reporting program.

LU/mm-2 addresses the Goleta Slough Management Committee (GSMC) and its role as an
advisory committee for the Goleta Slough. CDFW approval of future Airport Master Plan projects
within the GSER is covered by BIO/mm-1, which identifies CDFW as a reviewing agency of any
project-specific Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plans (HMMPs) related to potential impacts
to the Goleta Slough. In addition, LU/mm-3 addresses the Memorandum of Agreement between
CDFW and the City of Santa Barbara with respect to the GSER boundaries (see Response to
Comment CDFW-26).

CDFW-32: This comment states aspects of the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project are in conflict
with the current LCP. It also states that the Taxiway H project has a project footprint impact of
at least 11.2 acres and that the project is not an incidental public service, dependent upon
environmentally sensitive resources, or designed to prevent impacts that would degrade
environmentally sensitive resources.

Response: The Program EIR recognizes that the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project would need to
amend the current LCP before it could be approved. This comment is inaccurate in stating the
Taxiway H project has a project footprint of at least 11.2 acres. See Response to Comment CDFW-
23. The existing taxiway would result in the permanent loss of approximately 6.1 acres of existing
habitat due to the installation of pavement for the taxiway and taxiway shoulders. The remainder
of the disturbance area would be graded to FAA taxiway safety standards, but could then be
allowed to revegetate with vegetation similar to what is currently present (i.e., brome grass). At
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this time, it is premature to determine the Taxiway H project’s consistency with LCP 29.25.050 as
the project has not yet been designed.

CDFW-33: This comment states that the Airport’s draft Wildlife Hazard Management Plan and
general hazing activities may be inconsistent with LCP requirements.

Response: The Airport’s Wildlife Hazard Management Plan (WHMP) is not a part of the proposed
Airport Master Plan. It is a document required by Federal law and was approved by FAA on
February 27, 2017. Discussion of the WHMP for the Airport in the Program EIR is within the
context of Applicable Plans and Policies (Section 4.2.2) related to biological resources. A wildlife
hazard management plan is an operational document required by FAA for a Part 139-certificated
airport.

CDFW-34: This comment states that the proposed Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project site serves
as an existing buffer between Runway 7-25 and Carneros Creek, which is an environmentally
sensitive area known to support tidewater goby, southern steelhead, and sensitive birds. It
also states that the area is identified by the CDFW’s Goleta Slough Ecological Reserve
Management Plan (1988) as a key area for white-tailed kite. The comment characterizes the
area as degraded by airport ground disturbance and maintenance activities, but states that the
area provides important habitat functions and could be improved with active restoration.

Response: The proposed Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project would retain an approximate 200-foot
buffer from the riparian area along Carneros Creek, which is an area that provides an additional
vegetated barrier between the airfield and the creek itself. This is more than double the distance
required by the Airport’s LCP (Policy C-4), which requires a 100-foot minimum buffer.

See Topical Response #1 for an analysis of the area’s value to white-tailed kites as foraging habitat
based on recent surveys. In addition, FAA requires the Airport to carry out maintenance activities
per a WHMP for the safety of the Airport’s users and passengers (FAA Advisory Circular 150/5200-
33B, Hazardous Wildlife Attractants On or Near Airports [2007]). During the past century,
wildlife-aircraft strikes have resulted in the loss of hundreds of lives worldwide, as well as billions
of dollars in aircraft damage. At public-use airports, the FAA recommends immediately
correcting, in cooperation with local, state, and Federal regulatory agencies, any wildlife hazards
arising from existing wetlands located on or near airports. Where required, a WHMP will outline
appropriate wildlife hazard mitigation techniques. Accordingly, airport operators should develop
measures to minimize hazardous wildlife attraction in consultation with a wildlife damage
management biologist (FAA 2007:8).

The area does not support nesting by white-tailed kites. According to the 1997 Goleta Slough
Ecological Management Plan prepared by the GSMC, the CDFW’s 1988 Goleta Slough Ecological
Reserve Management Plan was never adopted (City of Santa Barbara 1997:1-1) and a copy of the
1988 draft plan was not available for review based on an internet search. However, the recently

City of Santa Barbara B-85 Final Program EIR



adopted Goleta Slough Area Sea Level Rise and Management Plan (GSMC 2015) comprises “an
update of previous Slough management plans and includes new detailed information and
analysis of future conditions projected to occur as climate changes over the next century.” Page
2-76 of this plan states, “More Mesa and the North Bluff area of UCSB [University of California at
Santa Barbara] are the only known White-tailed kite nesting sites in the study area.” (GSMC
2015).

CDFW-35: This comment reiterates the characteristics of impact from the recommended
Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project, and states that they were unable to locate a description of
potential impacts to biological resources from maintenance of the “taxiway object free area”
that would be associated with the Taxiway H project. The comment then restates the value of
the area as a buffer to Carneros Creek.

Response: Refer to Response to Comment CDFW-32 regarding the Taxiway H Airfield Safety
Project characteristics and CDFW-34 regarding LCP-mandated buffers from wetlands, including
Carneros Creek. According to FAA AC 150-5300-13A, Airport Design, Section 404.b (FAA 2014), a
taxiway object free area (OFA) shall be “kept clear of service vehicle roads, parked aircraft, and
other objects, except for objects that need to be in the OFA for aircraft navigational or aircraft
ground maneuvering purposes.” As far as maintenance of the taxiway OFA, the grass would be
mowed to approximately six to eight inches in height to discourage the foraging of the area by
birds. This is the practice that currently occurs in this area of the Airport, and would not change
as a result of the Taxiway H project.

CDFW-36: This comment states that the general area of the recommended Taxiway H Airfield
Safety Project serves other important functions with the Slough ecosystem including: foraging
habitat for local declining raptor species; breeding and foraging habitat for declining passerine
birds such as the horned lark; flood refugia for wildlife during high flow events; and direct
coastal habitat values under various sea level rise scenarios.

Response: The Program EIR identifies general types of impacts anticipated for the Master Plan
and recommended projects. The Program EIR is not intended to take the place of future project-
specific evaluation of impacts of the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project, but rather to provide a
framework for future mitigation and an overall policy consistency analysis. The extent to which
the statements in this comment are accurate has not yet been assessed relative to this specific
project. See also Topical Response #1 and Response to Comment CDFW-35.

CDFW-37: This comment states that aspects of the WHMP result in adverse impacts to habitats
and wildlife and that the existing 1988 MOU between the CDFW and the City prohibits mowing
in the area.
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Response: Refer to Response to Comment CDFW-33. The Airport’s existing mowing activities
and future wildlife hazard management activities recommended in the WHMP are not a part of
the Airport Master Plan. Discussion of wildlife hazard management for the Airport in the Program
EIR is within the context of Applicable Plans and Policies (Section 4.2.2) related to biological
resources. A wildlife hazard management plan is an operational document required by FAA for
a Part 139-certificated airport.

CDFW-38: This comment states that if the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project would require new
or intensified hazing or habitat modification activities, these must be fully disclosed, and
mitigated, in the Program EIR.

Response: The Master Plan and Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project along the north side of Runway
7-25 will not require a change in the Airport’s existing mowing activities. This area is already
mowed as part of the area around the runway that is managed for wildlife hazard purposes.

CDFW-39: This comment states that the habitat values and functions in the Taxiway H Airfield
Safety Project area should be viewed as environmentally sensitive habitats in the Coastal Zone
and protected as such. It also states that the Department must weigh the area’s habitat values
when it considers proposals to exclude the Taxiway H from the Ecological Reserve and replace
it with land elsewhere and that the previously stated concerns must be fully disclosed and
evaluated in the Program EIR.

Response: The Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project has not been designed as part of the adoption
of the proposed Airport Master Plan and, thus, the evaluation recommended in this comment is
not ripe at this time. The intent of LU/mm-3 of the Program EIR is to identify an additional CDFW
discretionary action that would need to occur should the Airport opt to move forward with the
Taxiway H project. Including LU/mm-3 as part of the Program EIR’s mitigation and monitoring
program ensures that the necessary additional review and concurrence from responsible
agencies will be required prior to implementation of the future project, or it cannot be approved.

CDFW-40: This comment discusses details of the draft Programmatic Wetland Restoration Plan
contained in the Recirculated Draft Program EIR.

Response: Refer to Topical Response #2. Specific comments regarding the Programmatic
Mitigation Plan (PMP) were discussed with the CDFW during a field visit on April 13, 2017. The
Final Program EIR (BIO/mm-1) contains measures from the revised PMP that includes measures
for both wetland and upland impacts. The final PMP reflects both discussions between the
Airport and the CDFW on the Department’s concerns identified in this comment letter and during
a field visit (April 13, 2017) of the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project site and proposed mitigation
areas (Final Program EIR, Exhibit 4D). See Appendix D of this Final Program EIR for a technical
memorandum containing additional information on the revised PMP.
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CDFW-41: This comment states that as a Responsible Agency for the Goleta Slough Ecological
Reserve, the Department has discretionary approval over any land swap with GSER lands as
proposed in LU/mm-3. The comment also states that the Program EIR does not contain enough
information for the Department to make such a determination.

Response: Comment noted. LU/mm-3 is not required to be implemented prior to adoption of
the proposed Master Plan. Rather, as explained in Response CDFW-39, the intent of LU/mm-3 of
the Program EIR is to stipulate what discretionary actions would need to occur should the Airport
move forward with the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project. Including LU/mm-3 as part of the
Program EIR’s mitigation and monitoring program ensures that the necessary additional review
and concurrence from responsible agencies will be required prior to implementation of the
future project, or any project involving a “swap” of GSER lands cannot be approved.

CDFW-42: The comment states that the Program EIR should quantify or analyze the adverse
effects of noise to both resident and migratory wildlife from new sources of noise and vibration
in new areas and increases in enplanements/air traffic over time. It then provides extensive
information regarding hearing abilities and physiological effects of noise on various wildlife
species. It also makes the statement that the new Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project would
introduce “new very loud and frequent” noise events close to Carneros Creek.

Response: The information regarding noise effects on wildlife is noted. However, the assumption
that the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project would introduce “new very loud and frequent” noise
events is not correct given the proximity of the taxiway to the Airport’s primary runway. The
noise events related to aircraft landing and taking off provide a level of ambient noise that would
overshadow the lesser noise of a taxiing aircraft. Also, while the overall sound levels would not
be altered, the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project would result in the routing of some aircraft off
Taxiway A, which is approximately 50 feet from Basins D, E/F, and G of the Goleta Slough. These
areas provide suitable habitat for various waterfowl species, migrating shorebirds, and nesting
songbirds, including Belding’s savannah sparrow, a state-listed endangered species. By contrast,
the proposed Taxiway H project would be located approximately 200 feet from Carneros Creek
and associated riparian vegetation. Some of the species noted above as using areas adjacent to
Taxiway A also occupy habitats associated with Carneros Creek (although little suitable habitat
for Belding’s savannah sparrow occurs there). However, the linear strip of sensitive habitat along
Carneros Creek is both smaller than the areas that are currently affected by noise from Taxiway
A, and farther from the source of potential noise associated with the proposed Taxiway H Airfield
Safety Project.

With respect to the physiological effects of noise on wildlife species, it should also be noted that
the proposed Master Plan neither dictates nor anticipates major changes to the composition of
aircraft utilizing the airport. The update is primarily aimed at improving airfield safety and
security by segregating the general aviation activities (which essentially involve lighter piston-
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engine airplanes and corporate grade jet aircraft) from commercial airline activities; while these
activities are proposed to be reconfigured into separate independent areas of the airport, the
types and numbers of aircraft conducting operations at the airport would not be altered by the
proposal. As such, given the presence of the same noise sources, the overall sound intensity,
frequency spectrum, and variation of sound levels throughout the day would not be altered
between existing conditions and implementation of the proposed Master Plan. Consequently, it
is not expected that physiological responses for wildlife species currently affected by airport
noise sources would be any different under the proposed Master Plan.

Please refer to Responses CDFW-44 through CDFW-47, which respond to the detailed comments
related to the summary statements provided in these introductory remarks.

CDFW-43: This comment summarizes the information regarding existing (2011) Community
Noise Equivalent Levels (CNEL) at the Airport provided in the Recirculated Draft Program EIR
(Exhibit 4J)) and then refers to the noise discussion provided in the Initial Study (Figures 11 and
12), which show that the Airport CNEL will decrease in the future.

Response: Comment noted. Due to a Congressional mandate for the phasing out of older, noisier
aircraft nationwide by 2015 and the anticipated economic-based decisions of Airport users to
move towards more technologically-advanced business aircraft, the 60 and 65 CNEL for the
Airport by 2017 are expected to be smaller than what existed in 2011 (which was the base year
for the proposed Airport Master Plan). By the year 2032, the noise contours are expected to
expand some over what would occur in 2017 due to an increase in overall Airport activity, but
are still expected to remain closer to the Airport than what currently exists.

Thus, the cumulative change in noise at the Airport over time was found to be a Less than
Significant impact of the proposed Master Plan (Initial Study, page 40). Even with forecasted
increases in operations and enplanements, the Airport is likely to experience less overall noise
and vibration than it experienced in 2011, due to federally mandated and economically
motivated improvements in aircraft technology. See also Response to Comment CDFW- 42.

CDFW-44: This comment requests information on how noise and vibration at the Airport would
change if Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project were constructed and operated and how noise and
vibration would change over time cumulatively. The commenter states that Carneros Creek is
approximately 600 feet north of Runway 7-25, while Taxiway H would be located as close as
200 feet from this preserve boundary. The commenter also points out that CNEL levels decline
by only five dBA? at a distance of 600 feet from the runway, and therefore noise levels from

1 A-weighted decibels, abbreviated dBA, or dBa, or dB(a), are an expression of the relative loudness of sounds in air
as perceived by the human ear. In the A-weighted system, the decibel values of sounds at low frequencies are
reduced, compared with unweighted decibels, in which no correction is made for audio frequency.
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the proposed Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project must be considered significant, given a
separation distance of only 200 feet between the taxiway and the creek.

Response: First, it should be noted that the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project is anticipated to be
a minimum of 200 feet from the outer edge of the riparian area along Carneros Creek. The creek
itself would be even further away. To address Runway 7-25 noise levels at 600 feet compared to
the proposed Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project noise levels at 200 feet, the aircraft operations
associated with each must be considered and understood. Runway 7-25 is the principal runway
dedicated to commercial airline operations, supporting take-off and landing maneuvers not only
for heavy commercial jets, but also for lighter general aviation corporate jets and piston-engine
propeller driven aircraft. The Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project would be used for the movement
of aircraft on the ground between the runway and general aviation aircraft tie-down area and
associated support facilities. Commercial airline taxi operations would continue to remain on
Taxiway A south of Runway 7-25. Taxiway A provides the most direct route to the airline terminal
and reduces the number of active runway crossings. However, to the extent that future aircraft
are using Taxiway H instead of Taxiway A, the noise effects of Taxiway A on wildlife within the
Slough may be lessened.

The major difference between runway and taxiway aircraft operations is that full engine power
is employed for take-off and climb-out from the runway, while taxiing employs the lowest power
setting feasible to slowly propel the aircraft along the taxiway. The table below compares the
average noise level (dBA Leq) for take-off and for taxi maneuvers for the three representative
aircraft types currently using Runway 7-25 and connecting taxiways. The sound levels are
reported for 600 feet from the runway centerline and for 200 feet from the edge of the taxiway,
which correspond to the separation distance between each of these facilities and Carneros Creek.

COMPARISON OF AIRCRAFT TAKE-OFF VERSUS TAXI NOISE LEVELS

Representative Aircraft Take-Off Noise Level ! Taxi Noise Level 2
(@ 600 feet, dBA Leq) (@ 200 feet, dBA Leq)

Cessna 207 (Single Engine Piston Driven) 78 73

Canadair Regional Jet / Corporate Jet 75 74

Boeing 737 76 78

Sources:

1 Title 14 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 36

2 Noise Analysis of Taxi and Queuing Alternatives for the Centerfield Taxiway at Logan International Airport,
Harris Miller Miller & Hanson, Inc., May 2006.

NOTE: The equivalent continuous noise level (Leq) is the sound pressure level of a steady sound that has, over a

given period, the same energy as a fluctuating sound in question. It is an average and is measured in dBA scale.

As illustrated in the table, the sound levels at 200 feet from a taxiing regional jet or piston aircraft
would be lower than those at 600 feet for take-off maneuvers of the same aircraft. Sound levels
for a taxiing Boeing 737 at 200 feet would be comparable (2 dB higher) to take-off noise levels at
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600 feet. The intent of the proposed Airport Master Plan is to segregate airline operations from
general aviation operations to increase safety. As previously mentioned, most heavy commercial
jets such as the Boeing 737 would continue to be directed to use Taxiway A. With respect to the
proposed Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project, noise levels from taxiing general aviation aircraft
would be lower than existing noise levels associated with their take-off and landing maneuvers
using Runway 7-25. Therefore, noise from aircraft departures from Runway 7 would continue to
dominate in this area of the Airport, and the proposed Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project would
not significantly increase noise levels at Carneros Creek beyond what is currently occurring.

CDFW-45: This comment states a concern that construction and future airport activity under
the proposed Airport Master Plan will disrupt foraging activity of the State-listed Belding
savannah sparrow.

Response: Proposed Airport Master Plan activities would be confined to the existing operational
areas of the Airport, including the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project, away from Belding’s
savannah sparrow habitat. The proposed Taxiway H site, although partly within the boundaries
of the GSER, supports minimal vegetation communities suitable for Belding’s savannah sparrow
nesting (Dudek 2012; Figure 4). Periodic surveys since the early 1990s have not identified
territorial or nesting Belding’s savannah sparrows in this area, including extensive surveys by
Holmgren and Burnell in 1992, Holmgren and Kisner in 1994, and published results of more recent
surveys in 2001, 2006, 2010, and 2015 (Holmgren and Burnell 1992; Holmgren and Kisner 1994;
Zemball et al. 2015). In addition, measures BIO/mm-3 and BIO/mm-4 will ensure avoidance of
any impacts to Belding’s savannah sparrows. BIO/mm-3 requires a pre-construction bird survey
if work is conducted during the nesting season, establishment of buffers around nests, and
worker education on the sensitive nature of areas where birds are nesting. BIO/mm-3 requires
a focused survey for Belding’s savannah sparrow and concurrence of CDFW with negative survey
results. It also requires monitoring during construction for the presence of Belding’s savannah
sparrow, as well as regular monitoring of noise levels that may be disruptive to the species. Refer
also to Response to Comment CDFW-44,

CDFW-46: This comment states that the Program EIR only addresses construction noise
impacts, not operational impacts from noise and vibration. It also states that using an
averaging noise metric, i.e., CNEL, the individual short duration high noise events tied to
taxiing, landings, and takeoffs are not evaluated for adverse noise effects to fish and wildlife.

Response: See Response to Comments CDFW-42 through CDFW-45. The standard for California
noise characterization related to airport operations has always been CNEL because of its ability
to evaluate airport operational noise effects upon the urban populations surrounding these
facilities. Since it is not anticipated that substantial changes to operational noise levels would
result from the Airport Master Plan, attempts were not made to evaluate noise characteristics
under a different metric. However, for clarification, the 65-75 CNEL contour that encompasses
the proposed Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project area results primarily from Runway 7-25 activities.
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This noise level would equate to take-off and landing activity occurring for approximately 10
minutes of each hour (with an average noise level of 75 dBA), with the other 50 minutes of each
hour having a background level of approximately 60 dBA. The hourly average of these individual
75 dBA events, along with a 60-dBA background, would be 68 dBA Leq. If this average hourly level
was present 24 hours per day, the CNEL value would be 75. These noise ranges and the relative
portion of each hour with activity on Runway 7-25 are not anticipated to be affected by the
implementation of the proposed Airport Master Plan.

As previously discussed in Response to Comment CDFW-42, the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project
would result in the routing of some aircraft off Taxiway A, which is approximately 50 feet from
Basins D, E/F, and G of the Goleta Slough. These areas provide suitable habitat for various
waterfowl species, migrating shorebirds, and nesting songbirds, including Belding’s savannah
sparrow, a state-listed endangered species. By contrast, the proposed Taxiway H project would
be located approximately 200 feet from Carneros Creek and associated riparian vegetation.
Some of the species noted above as using areas adjacent to Taxiway A also occupy habitats
associated with Carneros Creek (although little suitable habitat for Belding’s savannah sparrow
occurs there). However, the linear strip of sensitive habitat along Carneros Creek is both smaller
than the areas that are currently affected by noise from Taxiway A, and farther from the source
of potential noise associated with the proposed Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project.

CDFW-47: This comment states that the City of Santa Barbara’s General Plan states that “Noise,
air pollution, and all other adverse environmental and ecological impact must be reduced and
held at absolute minimum levels.” (NOTE: The correct Recirculated Draft Program EIR reference
is page 4-67.) The comment then states that this requirement has yet to be achieved and that
noise and vibration impacts to wildlife due to the proposed Airport Master Plan are Class I. The
comment concludes that the recommended Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project be relocated off
the GSER.

Response: The above quote from the 1995 City General Plan (Land Use Element) does not
preclude reducing project impacts through mitigation. BIO/mm-1, as well as numerous other
mitigation measures, are included in the Program EIR to meet the intent of this basic principle.
The Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project itself will be subject to further environmental evaluation.
However, it should be noted that its location is fixed by function due to FAA design standards.

CDFW-48: This comment reiterates that the Department recommends an evaluation of specific
noise impacts to wildlife species using substantial data and scientific information and that the
analysis should not be weighted based upon human hearing. The comment also states that the
loss of a 400-foot buffer from the runway (to Carneros Creek) constitutes a significant impact
to wildlife in the G-S-R zone and on the GSER. Feasible alternatives and mitigation may not be
possible and thus impacts to environmentally sensitive habitats and species should be
considered Class I.
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Response: See Response to Comments CDFW-42 through CDFW-47, which explain that due to
the overall noise environment from the use of Runway 7-25, implementation of the proposed
Master Plan projects will not have significant changes to the existing noise conditions affecting
wildlife that live in proximity to the airfield. See also Response to Comment CDFW-34. The
proposed Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project would retain an approximate 200-foot buffer from the
riparian area along Carneros Creek, which is an area that provides an additional vegetated barrier
between the airfield and the creek itself. This is more than double the distance required by the
Airport’s LCP (Policy C-4), which requires a 100-foot minimum buffer.

CDFW-49: This comment discusses the Department’s concerns regarding a loss of cumulative
foraging habitat for the white-tailed kite.

Response: This concern is addressed in Topical Response #1 and Appendix C of this Final Program
EIR. The analysis concludes that although brome grasses like those present at the proposed
Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project site are considered to provide suitable foraging for kites, the
lack of small mammals (based on recent trapping efforts), the absence of kites in the area north
of the runway (during a year-long survey effort), and the distance of the Taxiway H project site
from known nest locations (Final Program EIR, Appendix C, Figure 1) suggest that the area only
provides low-quality foraging habitat for nesting white-tailed kites. While approximately 498
acres of suitable kite foraging habitat has been, or is anticipated to be, impacted in the region by
past, present, or probable future projects (Final Program EIR, Appendix C, Table 1), there are
over 4,500 acres of annual grasses and forbs within the cumulative study area (Final Program EIR,
Appendix C, Figure 2). Relative to the amount of available habitat in the region, the permanent
loss of 6.1 acres of low-quality foraging habitat is considered less than significant, both on a
project-specific and cumulative level.

CDFW-50: This comment states that the Department should have final approval over wetland
and upland mitigation on the GSER, not the GSMC. The comment also states that upland
mitigation should occur at a higher ratio than 1:1 to offset cumulative losses of raptor foraging
habitat.

Response: It is acknowledged that the CDFW will have final approval over wetland and upland
mitigation for activities affecting protected resources within the GSER. As discussed in Response
to Comment CDFW-40 and Topical Response #2, the Final Program EIR (BIO/mm-1) contains a
revised PMP (BIO/mm-1) that includes measures for both wetland and upland impacts. The final
PMP reflects discussions between the Airport and the CDFW on the Department’s concerns
identified in this comment letter as well as during a field visit (April 13, 2017) of the Taxiway H
Airfield Safety Project site and proposed mitigation areas (Final Program EIR, Exhibit 4D).
Included in the revised PMP is a minimum upland mitigation ratio of 3:1 with the final ratio to be
determined by the appropriate regulatory agencies. Comments on future project-specific
HMMPs will be solicited from the GSMC, but they do not have regulatory authority to approve
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them. See Appendix D of this Final Program EIR for a technical memorandum containing
additional information on the revised PMP.

CDFW-51: This comment states that the Department supports the Environmentally Superior
alternative presented in the Program EIR and recommends that the Airport more fully evaluate
other means to improve safety other than the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project. The comment
specifically suggests increased air traffic controllers and better on-the-ground management.

Response: Refer to Response to Comment AUD-50. FAA encourages airport design strategies to
prevent runway incursions (FAA 2007, Engineering Brief No. 75, Incorporation of Runway
Incursion Prevention into Taxiway and Apron Design). The proposed Airport Master Plan,
therefore, addresses design solutions to the four taxiway “hot spots” (Airport Master Plan,
Exhibit 4C). In an April 2012 FAA Runway Safety Action Team (RSAT) meeting, the RSAT team
recommended that the airport and air traffic develop alternatives to avoid having aircraft taxi on
the runway and crossing the high-energy segment of the runway. Included in the
recommendation was to pursue “plans to extend Taxiway H to the approach end of Runway 7 in
order to eliminate crossings in the high-energy segment of the runway as well as taxiing on the
runway” (Appendix A, Recirculated Draft Program EIR, page A-8).

It should be noted as well that the funding and hiring of air traffic controllers is the responsibility
of FAA; the City of Santa Barbara does not have the jurisdiction to make these changes. However,
the Airport is always considering and implementing better on-the-ground management. This
practice does not offset the benefits of the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project, nor does the
Taxiway H project preclude the Airport from pursuing additional air traffic controllers with FAA.

CDFW-52: This comment requests that special-status species and natural communities
detected during project surveys be reported to the California Natural Diversity Database
(CNNDB).

Response: Comment noted. The survey data has been reported to the CNNDB.

CDFW-53: This comment states that filing fees for the Department’s time to evaluate the
proposed project is necessary upon filing of the Notice of Determination by the Lead agency.
Response: Comment noted.

CDFW-54: This comment states that the Department, as a Responsible Agency, may choose to

disapprove the “project” per CEQA Guidelines Section 15042, and that they do not believe the
City has the basis to approve the “project” or make findings per CEQA unless the Program EIR

City of Santa Barbara B-94 Final Program EIR



is modified to eliminate and/or mitigate significant impacts, notwithstanding a statement of
overriding considerations.

Response: No additional discretionary action other than City approval is necessary for adoption
of the proposed Airport Master Plan and the CDFW is not a Responsible Agency under CEQA.
Topical Response #3 further clarifies the future environmental analysis that will be required for
specific development projects at the time that they are ripe for review. Provisions for
Responsible Agencies under CEQA Guidelines Section 15042 are recognized and acknowledged.
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L LETTER 10
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September 12, 2016

CHANNELKEEPER® Planning Division
Attn. Andrew Bermond, AICP
P.O. Box 1990
Santa Barbara, CA 93102-1990

RE: Recirculated Airport Master Plan Draft EIR
Dear Mr. Bermond,

Please accept the following comments on the Recirculated Draft Programmatic
Environmental Impact Report (RDPEIR) for the Santa Barbara Airport Master Plan
(AMP), which are hereby submitted by Santa Barbara Channelkeeper.

Santa Barbara Channelkeeper is a local non-profit environmental organization
dedicated to protecting and restoring the Santa Barbara Channel and its watersheds
through science-based advocacy, education, field work and enforcement.
Channelkeeper also serves on the Goleta Slough Management Committee. While we
appreciate the City’s efforts to proactively plan for future development at the Santa
Barbara Airport through the AMP and PEIR, we have serious concerns with the
inclusion of Taxiway H as a potential project. While we understand and respect the
Airport’s need to make safety improvements, this project will have a significant effect
on important environmental resources, and Channelkeeper does not agree that the
mitigation measures proposed in the RDPEIR will be sufficient to reduce impacts to a
less than significant level. To address these concerns, Channelkeeper recommends
adding an additional mitigation measure that would guarantee a complete EIR, with
requisite public review, will be developed for the Taxiway H extension project.
Without this assurance, Channelkeeper will strongly advocate for the adoption of the
Environmentally Superior Alternative that does not include the Taxiway H project.

SBCH-5

Inadequate Analysis of Habitat and Impact
The habitat that would be removed through the Taxiway H extension provides critical
upland and foraging habitat for a variety of special species, and in non-drought years
may include potential wetlands. It is important to maintain a diverse array of habitat SBCH-6
types to ensure a healthy and resilient Goleta Slough ecosystem, and although we
appreciate the Airport’s effort to restore wetlands as mitigation, there are also other
critical values associated with upland habitat that should not be forsaken. The
RDPEIR proposes habitat mitigation at four potential sites, yet it is unclear that an =~ _
appropriate habitat match is available in those sites. The vegetation maps were based |
on woefully inadequate surveys conducted in just a two-month period in a drought
year. It is clear that a much more in-depth analysis is necessary in order to truly
determine impact and potential mitigation sites. Much of the 29.8 acres identified as
potential habitat mitigation sites are likely not similar habitat and are less ecologically
I functional due to their proximity to highly disturbed areas that feature noise, collision
T i hazard, and pollution potential through impervious surfaces. Additionally, the
RDPEIR does not delineate performance standards for successful mitigation and fails | SBCH-8
to include monitoring to ensure that Best Management Practices are implemented
correctly to prevent water quality impacts from pollutants.

SBCH-7

Keeping watch for clean water
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Channelkeeper is particularly concerned about the potential impact to the Goleta Slough Ecological
Reserve (GSER). This area has been designated due to the Slough’s sensitive, unique, and significant
ecosystem and development in and near the GSER could have detrimental impacts. During recent
Goleta Slough Management Committee meetings it became clear that there are discrepancies
regarding the boundaries of the GSER. These discrepancies must be corrected in order to determine
the true impact to the GSER. This is particularly important as it will impact how the Airport will be
able to mitigate loss of GSER area due to Taxiway H and other projects associated with the AMP.

Need to Strengthen Alternatives Analysis

The RDPEIR also fails to adequately evaluate available alternatives to the Taxiway H project. Again,
Channelkeeper appreciates the Airport’s need to make safety improvements, but it is unclear if a less
environmentally harmful alternative is available that would meet the same safety objectives. The
RDPEIR should be updated to include alternative traffic patterns and strategies along existing
runways that would facilitate avoidance of high impact crossings. Specifically, while the RDPEIR
does point to one other alternative, additional review should be provided for options that route
taxiing traffic toward the main terminal and provide for a crossing at the eastern end of Runway 7-
25. Although these routes may increase taxiing time, it would be worth the avoidance of significant
environmental degradation while still meeting the Airport’s safety concerns.

Mitigation Measures Not Sufficient to Reduce Impact

Currently, the RDPEIR only indicates where habitat mitigation may occur, but fails to identify
where GSER boundaries would be modified. Channelkeeper fears the Airport views the GSER as a
mitigation bank. This is not appropriate. Any area proposed to be added to the GSER as mitigation
for lost area due to any project associated with the AMP would need to be of the same habitat,
ecological value, and ecosystem function to be considered adequate mitigation. While the proposed
Programmatic Wetland Restoration Plan (BIO/mm-1) begins to outline potential ways the Airport
will mitigate impact, it lacks the specificity and in-depth habitat studies to adequately mitigate
impact, particularly as it relates to GSER boundary mitigation in addition to habitat loss mitigation.
In initial discussions with other stakeholders through the Goleta Slough Management Committee,
Channelkeeper is concerned that sufficient appropriate mitigation sites may not exist.

Channelkeeper is also concerned that mitigation of wetlands and riparian/wetland buffers will only
be done at a minimum ratio of 2:1 and upland habitat at only by 1:1. The RDPEIR acknowledges
that agencies may require higher mitigation, which is almost certain to be true. The 2:1 mitigation
ratio is also in direct conflict with Local Coastal Plan (LCP) Policy C-11, while the RDPEIR claims
that mitigation will follow LCP policies. BIO/mm-2 specifically points to Policy C-11 for impacts
during construction activities and BIO/mm-1 (the Programmatic Wetland Restoration Plan) states
in section 3 that mitigation activities “shall comply” with the LCP. While C-11 specifically identifies
two projects that were proposed at the time, the Taxiway H project is also identified as an “Airfield
Safety Project” and thus should follow the same, if not stricter, mitigation ratios. If agencies do
require more than a 2:1 ratio, the outlined 29.8 acres identified in the RDPEIR (much of which is
likely not suitable habitat for mitigation) will not be sufficient to mitigate the up to 12.4 acres
impacted by the Taxiway H project. Due to the significant impact on important environmental
resources and lack of appropriate mitigation it is unlikely inconsistencies with the Airport’s LCP and
the City’s General Plan will be rectified. Ultimately, we believe the inadequacies of analysis and
proposed mitigation measures associated with Taxiway H qualify BIO-1, BIO-2, BIO-4, LLU-4, and
LU-6 as Class I impacts rather than Class I impacts.
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Recommended Mitigation Measure

Due to the potential impacts of the Taxiway H extension and the unclear, delayed, and inadequate
mitigation measures proposed in the RDPEIR for the project, Channelkeeper asks that a new
mitigation measure be added which guarantees that a full EIR will be separately developed for the
Taxiway H project. While the individual projects included in a PEIR must also go through the
CEQA process, the PEIR serves as a guiding document to evaluate the level of environmental
review that is required. Often, the PEIR contains enough information for a more limited
environmental review of the specific project. As outlined above, the RDPEIR does not contain
enough information or adequate mitigation measures, and thus a more thorough review is necessary.
We are particularly concerned that the Taxiway H project could receive a more limited
environmental review that will not incorporate public review and input and will not include the
additional analysis necessary to adequately determine and mitigate impacts. Channelkeeper’s
concerns with the AMP would be addressed if a mitigation measure was included that would require
an EIR for the Taxiway H project. At that time, a full range of alternatives would be able to be
explored, jurisdictional boundaries defined, biological surveys updated, and more complete
mitigation and restoration plan developed. Until a full EIR for the Taxiway H project with detailed
mitigation plans is guaranteed, the impacts from Taxiway H cannot be classified as Class II. If this
mitigation measure is not incorporated into the AMP, Channelkeeper will strongly advocate for the
adoption of the Environmentally Superior Alternative which excludes the Taxiway H extension.

SBCH-13

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the RDPEIR for the Airport Master Plan; we
appreciate your attention to the issues and concerns we raise and trust you will address them before
certifying the PEIR. Please feel free to contact me via email at jennad@sbck.org or telephone at
805.563.3377 ext.5 should you have any questions.

Sincerely,

?bw

Jenna Driscoll, Watershed and Marine Program Associate

City of Santa Barbara B-98 Final Program EIR



Response to Recirculated Draft Program EIR - Letter 10
Santa Barbara Channelkeeper (SBCH)
Dated September 12, 2016

SBCH-1 through SBCH-4 are included in Appendix A of this Final Program EIR.

SBCH-5: This comment states that the organization has serious concerns with the potential
Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project and recommends that a mitigation measure be added to the
Program EIR requiring a complete EIR on the project in the future. The comment also notes
that Santa Barbara Channelkeeper serves on the Goleta Slough Management Committee
(GSMC).

Response: See Topical Response #3. All projects recommended in the proposed Airport Master
Plan that meet the definition of a project under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
and need future discretionary approvals will be required to complete some level of
environmental review. However, it is not appropriate for the type of environmental document
to be determined at this time when neither the timing, the scope, or the design of such projects
are available. The Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project would require a Local Coastal Plan (LCP)
amendment, General Plan amendment, and rezone prior to the issuance of a Coastal
Development Permit for the project. These tasks cannot be approved until the State
environmental review process for all discretionary actions is complete. A provision stating that
the Airport will solicit comments from the GSMC on the Programmatic Mitigation Plan (PMP) as
well as on all future project-specific Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plans (HMMPs) has been
added to BIO/mm-1.

SBCH-6: This comment states that the habitat that would be removed by the Taxiway H Airfield
Safety Project provides both critical upland habitat and potential wetlands in non-drought
years. It also states that it is important to maintain a diverse array of habitat types in the
Goleta Slough ecosystem and that the proposed mitigation sites do not necessarily contain an
appropriate habitat match.

Response: See Topical Response #2. BIO/mm-1 has been augmented to include: additional
habitat restoration areas that have been reviewed by the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW); compensatory mitigation for upland habitat, as appropriate; measures to
enhance and restore biodiversity in the Slough; and a requirement for proposed mitigation areas
to be surveyed within one year of the approval of an associated HMMP to confirm that they
remain suitable mitigation areas.
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SBCH-7: This comment states that the vegetation maps (used in the Program EIR) are
inadequate and conducted in only a two-month period in a drought year and that more in-
depth analysis is necessary to truly determine impacts and potential mitigation sites.

Response: The vegetative maps were completed by a qualified biologist with extensive local
experience, including in-depth knowledge of the Goleta Slough. Wetland and sensitive-species
surveys of the Goleta Slough used in this Program EIR were conducted in 2012 as part of the
Master Plan resources inventory, and occurred before the most recent drought was in full effect.
The Notice of Preparation for this Program EIR was issued in 2014. However, because this was a
year of drought conditions, earlier surveys prior to the drought were used. More detailed site-
specific vegetative and wildlife surveys will occur when project-specific analyses and HMMPs are
prepared.

SBCH-8: This comment states that the proposed potential habitat mitigation sites are not likely
similar habitat and are less ecologically functional (than the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project
area) and that the Recirculated Draft Program EIR does not include mitigation performance
standards or monitoring for water quality standards.

Response: The City of Santa Barbara does not agree that the proposed habitat mitigation sites
are less ecologically functional than the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project area. The primary
habitat located in the area of the proposed Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project is disturbed annual
brome grassland that is composed primarily of non-native grasses, broad-leaf forbs, and noxious
weeds, and would likely meet only the one-parameter test for jurisdictional wetlands. The
Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project area is part of the airfield that is routinely mowed for
maintenance and wildlife hazard management and is already zoned as Airport Approach and
Operations (A-A-O) in addition to Goleta Slough Reserve (G-S-R). On the other hand, the
proposed mitigation areas are located within the contiguous part of the Slough or immediately
adjacent and contain areas that could benefit from restoration and enhancement. See also
Topical Response #2.

Performance standards have been added to BIO/mm-1. The City’s existing Storm Water
Management Plan (SWMP) and airport stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) already
include monitoring for water quality standards.

SBCH-9: This comment states that the City needs to correct discrepancies in the Goleta Slough
Ecological Reserve (GSER) boundary.

Response: Comment noted. The City plans to work with CDFW to resolve this issue and has had
preliminary conversations with the Department on the subject. Future project-specific HMMPs
that involve the Goleta Slough must be approved by CDFW and reflect an accurate GSER
boundary.
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SBCH-10: This comment proposes an alternate taxiway configuration to the Environmentally
Superior alternative and believes that alternative traffic patterns should be considered.

Response: FAA’s Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5300-13A, Airport Design (FAA 2014) states the
following: “A parallel taxiway eliminates using the runway for taxiing, thus increasing capacity
and protecting the runway under low visibility conditions. In addition, a full length parallel
taxiway is required for instrument approach procedures with visibility minimums below % mile
and recommended for all other conditions.” AC 150/5300-13A also states that, “The airport
designer must keep basic concepts in mind to reduce the probability of runway incursions
through proper airport geometry. This is particularly important when designing a taxiway
system.” Two of these basic concepts that apply to taxiway design are detailed below.

“(c) Limit runway crossings. The airport designer can reduce the opportunity for human error
by reducing the need for runway crossings. The benefits of such design are twofold —through
a simple reduction in the number of occurrences, and through a reduction in air traffic
controller workload.”

“(d) Avoid “high energy” intersections. These are intersections in the middle third of the
runways. By limiting runway crossings to the outer thirds of the runway, the portion of the
runway where a pilot can least maneuver to avoid a collision is kept clear.”

Crossing the end of Runway 7 (i.e., east end) would result in aircraft mixing in with other aircraft
that need to depart on Runway 25 as well as a need to cross both crosswind runways (Runway
15R-33L and Runway 15L-33R). Continuing this practice in the future will result in additional
safety concerns, increased potential for runway incursions, increased taxiing times, delays to
both arriving and departing aircraft, and increased air traffic controller workload. It would also
route additional aircraft through another taxiway hot spot (i.e., Hot Spot #4, Airport Master Plan,
Exhibit 4C).

This comment also suggests that safety concerns could be solved by altering traffic approach
patterns. For safety purposes, aircraft should take off and land into the wind. The air traffic
controllers cannot simply change the flow of traffic so that aircraft land with a tailwind, creating
an unsafe operating condition. For example, when the Airport is in a “west flow” condition
(Runway 25) (60 percent of the time), the air traffic controllers cannot select specific aircraft that
want to access facilities on the north side of the Airport and have them land from the west. This
would result in an extremely dangerous “head-to-head” operating condition. Conversely, when
the Airport is in an “east flow” condition (Runway 7), which occurs approximately 40 percent of
the time, all the aircraft on the north side of Runway 7-25 that require Runway 7 for departure
would need to cross Runway 7-25 to utilize Taxiway A for access to the western end (Runway 7).
Again, this would result in additional safety concerns, increased potential for runway incursions,
increased taxiing times, delays to both arriving and departing aircraft, and increased air traffic
controller workload, which reduces this option’s feasibility and desirability.
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SBCH-11: This comment states that the GSER is not a mitigation bank, and that the PMP does
not contain the specificity or appropriate mitigation sites to adequately mitigate the impacts
of the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project.

Response: BIO/mm-1 (i.e., the PMP) provisions have been refined to include: higher mitigation
ratios; additional habitat restoration areas; compensatory mitigation for upland habitat, if
appropriate; and measures to enhance and restore biodiversity in the Slough. It is important to
note that the Program EIR is not intended to take the place of future project-specific
environmental evaluation at the time a recommended project is ripe for review. Rather, BIO/mm-
1 provides the framework for future HMMPs related to the impacts of a specific project. As
discussed in Response to Comment SBCH-8, the proposed mitigation areas are located within the
contiguous part of the Slough or immediately adjacent and contain areas that could benefit from
restoration and enhancement. As discussed in Topical Response #2, two of the largest
recommended mitigation areas are specifically called out as such in the Airport’s LCP.

SBCH-12: This comment discusses mitigation ratios and other policies of the current Airport
LCP and states that the inadequacies of the analysis and proposed mitigation measures for the
Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project make it so the proposed Airport Master Plan biology and land
use impacts are Class | (i.e., Significant Environmental Impacts (after mitigation).

Response: BIO/mm-1 (i.e., the PMP) provisions have been refined to include higher mitigation
ratios. It should be noted that the proposed Airport Master Plan does not require an LCP
amendment, General Plan amendment, or rezone for it to be adopted by the City of Santa
Barbara. Approvals for future projects, such as the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project, would
require such actions, but those more specific implementing actions are not ripe for
environmental review at this time. They are dependent upon when the City moves forward with
specific project designs, acquisition of project funding, and environmental review.

SBCH-13: This comment restates SBCH-5 and requests that a mitigation measure be added to
the Program EIR requiring a complete EIR on the project in the future.

Response: See Response to Comment SBCH-5 and Topical Response #3. The Taxiway H Airfield
Safety Project would require an LCP amendment, General Plan amendment, and rezone prior to
the issuance of a Coastal Development Permit for the project. These tasks cannot be approved
until the State environmental review process for all discretionary actions is complete. However,
it is not appropriate for the type of environmental document to be determined at this time when
neither the timing nor the design of the project is available. A Program EIR does not need, nor is
it feasible, to provide a project-specific level of analysis and review for future projects. The CEQA
Guidelines provide adequate safeguards to ensure that future projects will be evaluated in an
appropriate manner.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA -- NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY

LETTER 11

EDMUND G. BROWN, JR., Goverrior

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

SOUTH CENTRAL COAST AREA
89 SOUTH CALIFORNIA ST, SUITE 200
VENTURA, CA 93001

(805) 585-1800
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September 12,2016

City of Santa Barbara Planning Division
c/o Andrew Bermond, Project Planner
630 Garden Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

RE: Airport Master Plan Draft Recirculated Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)
Dear Mr. Bermond,

Commission staff has reviewed the Airport Master Plan Draft Recirculated Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR), released in July 2016. The purpose of the subject DEIR is to assess the draft Airport Master Plan
(Plan), which provides guidance for the Airport’s overall development for the next 15-20 years (2014 to
2032). Our comments below represent our initial consideration of the draft Plan that will be submitted to
the Commission as part of a Local Coastal Plan Amendment (LCPA) package by the City of Santa
Barbara, The future LCPA submittal will be reviewed in detail and Commission staff may have additional
input and suggested modifications to the proposed LCPA language.

The subject Master Plan recommends the extension of Taxiway H west to provide safer access to the
north side of the Airport. The subject extension may result in wetland and upland habitat impacts in an
area currently zoned Goleta Slough Reserve (G-S-R). As such, Biological Resource Mitigation Measure
One (BIO/mm-1) would require the creation of a Programmatic Wetland Restoration Plan (PWRP), which
is intended to provide compensatory mitigation. As described in the DEIR, the PWRP states that
mitigation for wetland habitat shall be a minimum of 2:1 and upland habitat shall be a minimum 1:1.

However, the DEIR also indicates that there is an environmentally superior project alternative that would
implement the Master Plan without the Taxiway H extension. This alternative would minimize impacts to
both environmentally sensitive habitat and wetland areas. As described above, although the Master Plan
would include mitigation measures for habitat impacts, both Coastal Act Section 30233 and 30240, which
are incorporated in the City’s LCP, require the avoidance of these resources. Only if no feasible
alternative exists for avoidance, then the alternative that minimizes impacts to the maximum extent
feasible should be selected and mitigation should be required.

In this case, implementation of the environmentally superior project alternative would avoid adverse
impacts to sensitive habitat and wetland areas. As such, we recommend that the final Master Plan
prioritize implementation of the environmentally superior project alternative. Furthermore, the proposed
PWRP mitigation requirements for unavoidable impacts to wetland habitats should be increased to a
minimum ratio of 4:1, and upland habitat impacts should be increased to a minimum ratio of 3:1 to ensure
consistency with both the certified LCP and past Commission action.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and provide comments. If you have any questions regarding
these comments, please contact me at 805-585-1800.
Sincerely,

Tdpuing Yolpo

Jacqueline Phelps
Coastal Program Analyst

CCC1

CCC-2



Response to Recirculated Draft Program EIR - Letter 11
California Coastal Commission (CCC)
Dated September 12, 2016

CCC-1: This comment states that since there is an Environmentally Superior alternative to the
Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project (i.e., not extending Taxiway H), the Coastal Act Sections 30233
and 30240 require the avoidance of environmentally sensitive habitat and wetland areas.

Response: The Environmentally Superior alternative will not fully meet all the purposes of the
proposed project, which include improving the safe and efficient use of the Airport. The Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA) encourages airport design strategies to prevent runway incursions
(FAA 2007, Engineering Brief No. 75, Incorporation of Runway Incursion Prevention into Taxiway
and Apron Design). In an April 2012 FAA Runway Safety Action Team (RSAT) meeting, the RSAT
team recommended that the airport and air traffic develop alternatives to avoid having aircraft
taxi on the runway and crossing the high-energy segment of the runway. Included in the
recommendation was to pursue “plans to extend Taxiway H to the approach end of Runway 7 in
order to eliminate crossings in the high-energy segment of the runway as well as taxiing on the
runway” (Appendix A, Recirculated Draft Program EIR, page A-8). FAA Advisory Circular
150/5300-13A), Airport Design (FAA 2014), states in Section 101c, Existing Airports, “Every effort
shall be made to bring an airport up to current standards.” In addition, Federal Grant Assurance
No. 19 requires that the Airport be operated in “a safe and serviceable condition and in
accordance with the minimum standards as may be required or prescribed by applicable Federal,
state and local agencies for maintenance and operation. It will not cause or permit any activity
or action thereon which would interfere with its use for airport purposes.”

CCC-2: This comment states that habitat mitigation ratios for the potential Taxiway H Airfield
Safety Project should be increased to a minimum ratio of 4:1 for unavoidable wetland habitats
and 3:1 for upland habitat impacts in keeping with both the certified Local Coastal Plan and
past Coastal Commission action.

Response: Policy C-11 of the Airport’s LCP states that (City of Santa Barbara 2003):

The Airfield Safety Projects, specifically development of the Runway Safety Area Project for
Runway 7-25 and construction of Taxiway M, shall not result in the permanent net loss of
wetland or upland habitat. Wetland areas temporarily affected by construction activities shall
be restored to pre-construction conditions. The required mitigation ratios for the estimated
13.30 acres of permanent wetland and 0.87 acres of permanent upland impacts associated
with the Airfield Safety Projects shall be as follows:

e Seasonal Wetlands 4:1
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e Creeks and open channels 2: |
e Uplands 1: 1

However, based on this comment, BIO/mm-1 has been refined to include a minimum mitigation
ratio of 4:1 for wetland impacts and 3:1 for upland habitat impacts.
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LETTER 12

STATE OF CALIFORNIA—CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN Jr., Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
50 HIGUERA STREET

SAN LUIS OBISPO, CA 93401-5415

PHONE (805) 549-3111

TTY 711 _
http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist0S ‘f;:;jj;fﬁ:’:ﬁg:,
September 13, 2016
Mr. Andrew Bermond SB 217PM 2917
City of Santa Barbara SCH#2014061096

601 Norman Firestone Road
Santa Barbara, CA 93117

Dear Mr. Bermond,

SANTA BARBARA AIRPORT MASTER PLAN DRAFT RECIRCULATED
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR)

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) values the role aviation has in
California’s transportation system and appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Santa
Barbara Airport Master Plan Draft Recirculated EIR. We offer the following comments for your
consideration.

1. The Traffic Impact Study completed for the Santa Barbara Airport Master Plan Draft
Recirculated EIR utilizes Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) methodology for traffic
analysis which is not supported by Caltrans. The Measures of Effectiveness used in the

| ICU methodology have not been vetted by Caltrans and are not recognized by the Federal

. Highway Administration. Caltrans requests that the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) be
used to calculate Level of Service (LOS) on the State Highway System. This includes
recalculating operations of the US 101/Fairview and US 101/Los Carneros interchanges
using HCM methodology.

2. Caltrans also requests that the recirculated EIR evaluate the SR 217/Sandspit Road
interchange operations and SR 217 mainline operations using HCM methodology. The
interchange analysis should include the intersection of SR 217 and Sandspit Road,
Moffett Road, and SR 217 southbound ramps. It should also include merge/diverge
analysis and SR 217 southbound off-ramp queue analysis. The draft recirculated EIR
references that analysis of SR 217 and US 101 was addressed in the City of Santa
Barbara’s Final General Plan EIR, but it is unclear if HCM methodology was used for
that traffic analysis and to what extent it analyzed SR 217. This information is especially
important to disclose as the Traffic Impact Study Airport Project Trip Distribution
projects that the majority of trips (70 percent) will be using SR 217 for egress and ingress
to the Santa Barbara Airport. This could create a potentially significant impact on SR 217
and should be analyzed to determine if mitigation is warranted.

“Provide a safe, sustainable, inlegrated and efficient transportation system
to enhance California’s economy and livability”
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Andrew Bermond
September 12, 2016
Page 2

If you have any questions, or need further clarification on items discussed above, please do not
hesitate to contact me at (805) 549-3800 or melissa.streder@dot.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Melissa Streder
Planning and Development Review

Caltrans District 5

c. Larry Newland, Frank Boyle, Hana Mengsteab

“Provide o safe, sustarnable, integrated and efficient transportation system
to enhance California’s economy and livability”
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Response to Recirculated Draft Program EIR - Letter 12
California Department of Transportation (DOT)
Dated September 13, 2016

DOT-1: This comment requests that the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) methodology be used
to calculate Level of Service (LOS) on the State Highway System.

Response: Comment noted. As requested, below are LOS analyses for the intermediate- and
long-term scenarios for four intersections within the project study area that are part of the State
Highway System: Los Carneros Road & United States (U.S.) 101 northbound ramp; Los Carneros
Road & U.S. 101 southbound ramp; Fairview Avenue & U.S. 101 northbound ramps; and Fairview
Avenue & U.S. 101 southbound ramps. The overall result when compared to the Intersection
Capacity Utilization (ICU) methodology used in the Program EIR did not change. All intersections
studied on the State Highway System will operate at LOS A, B, or C for the AM peak hour and LOS
B or C during the PM peak hour.

INTERMEDIATE TERM (2022) CONDITIONS

PEAK-HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) SUMMARY
INTERMEDIATE TERM

INTERMEDIATE (2022) BASELINE
INTERSECTION TERM (2022) PLUS PROJECT
Significant?

1 Los carneros Rd &AM 28.9 c 28.9 C 0.0 NO

US 101 NB Ramp PM 20.9 C 20.9 C 0.0 NO
> llos Carneros Rd&| AM 116 B 11.6 B 0.0 NO

US 101 SB Ramp PM 27.8 c 27.8 C 0.0 NO
7 |Us 101 NB Ramps | AM 17.9 B 18.3 B 0.4 NO

& Fairview Ave PM 24.9 c 25.2 C 0.3 NO
8 |Fairview Ave & US| AM 13.9 B 13.9 B 0.0 NO

101 SB Ramps PM 20.3 C 21.2 C 0.9 NO

Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Additional Traffic Analysis, September 2016.
Notes:
! Delay refers to the average control delay for the entire intersection, measured in seconds per vehicle.

2 LOS calculations are based on the methodology outlined in the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual and performed
using Synchro 9.

3 Change in delay due to addition of project traffic.
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LONG TERM (2032) CONDITIONS
PEAK-HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) SUMMARY

LONG TERM (2032) LONG TERM
BASELINE (2032) BASELINE
INTERSECTION PLUS PROJECT
Significant?

1 |Los Carneros Rd & AM 29.1 C 29.1 C 0.0 NO
US 101 NB Ramp PM 18.7 B 18.7 B 0.0 NO
2 |Los Carneros Rd & AM 9.2 A 9.2 A 0.0 NO
US 101 SB Ramp PM 28.4 C 28.4 ¢ 0.0 NO
7 |Us 101 NB Ramps AM 13.8 B 14.1 B 0.3 NO
& Fairview Ave PM 23.8 C 24.0 C 0.2 NO
8 |Fairview Ave & US AM 12.2 B 12.5 B 0.3 NO
101 SB Ramps PM 18.3 B 18.6 B 0.3 NO

Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Additional Traffic Analysis, September 2016.

Notes:

! Delay refers to the average control delay for the entire intersection, measured in seconds per vehicle. At a two-
way stop-controlled intersection, delay refers to the worst movement.

2 LOS calculations are based on the methodology outlined in the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual and performed
using Synchro 9.

3 Change in delay due to addition of project traffic.

Two additional intersections within the project study area that are part of the State Highway
System (i.e., Hollister Avenue & State Route [SR] 217 westbound and Hollister Avenue & SR 217
eastbound) are planned to be converted to roundabouts and will no longer function as signalized
intersections. Therefore, these intersections were analyzed in the Traffic Impact Study using the
HCM 2010 traffic signal delay parameters in Sidra 6 software.

DOT-2: This comment requests that the Program EIR evaluate the SR 217/Sandspit Road
interchange operations and SR 217 mainline operations.

Response: The proposed project will not add additional traffic through the SR 217/Sandspit Road
intersection and, thus, the SR 217 corridor was not included within the study. The proposed
Airport Master Plan will relocate existing trips generated by the fixed base operator (FBO) located
south of the commercial passenger terminal by moving the FBO to the north side of the Airport
off Hollister Avenue. This will redistribute trips between William Moffett Place and SR 217 to
east and west along Hollister Avenue.
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September 13, 2016 SENT VIA EMAIL

ABermond@SantaBarbaraCA.gov

City of Santa Barbara

Planning Division

Attn: Andrew Bermond, AICP
P.O. Box 1990

Santa Barbara, CA 93102-1990

RE: Recirculated Draft Program EIR on the Proposed Airport
Master Plan (SCH#: 2014061096)

Dear Mr. Bermond,

The City of Goleta staff (City) has reviewed the Recirculated Draft
Program Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR) for the Proposed
Airport Master Plan (Project) (SCH#: 2014061096). We appreciate this
opportunity to provide additional comments to the Santa Barbara
Airport, particularly in light of the fact that Goleta, a mostly built-out City,
is uniquely influenced by the City of Santa Barbara’s airport and
proposed future growth.

On October 30, 2015, the City submitted comments on the Draft
Program EIR (DEIR) and the City is pleased that the City of Santa
Barbara has taken the time to consider these and other comments and | GOL-79
has included additional analysis in the RDEIR. The City understands
that the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) will include response
to comments for both the initial DEIR and the RDEIR. Consequently,
the City will not restate all comments included in the October 30, 2015
letter. However, the City's concerns with the DEIR remain.

Based on our review of the RDEIR, we have identified outstanding
issues that require correction, clarification, and/or further analysis to
ensure that the FEIR provides adequate environmental analysis, as
required by law. The City's comments regarding the adequacy of the
RDEIR are expressed below.
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Project Description

As stated in the City’s previous comment letter, the Project Objectives are too narrowly
constructed so as to provide no feasible alternative that will meet the objectives stated.
The “objectives” are really Project components, not overarching goals for the Project. As
a result, the RDEIR provides an insufficient range of alternatives to adequately assess | goL-80
other potential Master Plan designs that could prevent impacts identified with the
Project. The only alternative outside of the No-Project includes only a slight deviation
from the Project Description. This alternative is insufficient to provide a meaningful
comparison and does nothing to mitigate the Class | impacts identified in the RDEIR.

The City notes the removal of references to the closed auxiliary parking lot north of
Hollister Avenue (Lot 2) on figures in the RDEIR. However, references to “consolidated”
parking remain throughout the RDEIR. One of the four main components of the Project
Description actually includes “Consolidation of automobile parking associated with the
Terminal.” (RDEIR, 2-1). The City of Santa Barbara’s own staff report summarizing the | GOL-81
Project Description for the RDEIR (dated August 25, 2016) also references “new or
relocated parking spaces” (emphasis added), suggesting the removal of parking north of
Hollister Avenue is necessarily part of the Project. As such, the auxiliary lot should be
included in the Master Plan area and the future use of that parking lot and impacts
associated with that future use must be included in the FEIR.

Further discussion and analysis of future use must also be done for the current
Maintenance Yard that is planned to be relocated. The moving of the Maintenance Yard
frees up this area as new leasable space. This is not discussed in the RDEIR except for | GOL-82
a brief reference to the future use of existing buildings within the old maintenance yard
as part of Impact HYD-2. The overall impacts associated with the addition of this
leasable space must be considered in the FEIR.

Biological Resources

As stated in the City’'s comment on the DEIR, the loss to wetland habitat (Impact BIO-1)
is incorrectly identified as a Class Il impact. This must be identified as a Class | impact
to reflect loss of protected habitat. The RDEIR relies on the Programmatic Wetland
Restoration Plan (PWRP) to mitigate the destruction of wetlands. There is no
justification for the assumption that this mitigation can reduce Impact BIO-1 to less than
a Class | impact. Restoration efforts to offset the destruction of wetlands are critical.
However, restoration cannot mitigate a Class | impact as restoration work cannot | GOL-83
ensure successful mitigation and cannot ensure wetlands of equal ecological and
biological value can be produced. The conclusion for Impact BIO-1 that “the project
would not result in the ‘elimination, substantial reduction, or disruption of important
natural vegetative communities, wildlife habitat, migration corridors, or habitat
supporting sensitive species...’ after mitigation” (RDEIR, 4-36) is incorrect, speculative,
and unsupported by the RDEIR.

CITY OF

( iO L ET/A\ 130 Cremona Drive, Suite B, Goleta, CA 93117 p 805.961.7500 r 805.685.2635 www.cityofgoleta.org

City of Santa Barbara B-111 Final Program EIR



30of6

Wetland mitigation Areas 3 and 4 comprise the significant majority of potential wetland
mitigation area on-site and lie directly next to runways and taxiways. The City is
concerned about the potential conflict in using these areas for mitigation with Appendix
B in the RDEIR, the Santa Barbara Airport Wildlife Hazard Assessment (Hazards
Assessment). BIO/mm-1 requires the wetland restoration in the PWRP “be consistent
with...the Wildlife Hazard Management Plan” (RDEIR, 4-40) and that “[t]he Airport shall
comply with the conditions and recommendation of existing guiding documents as well
as those under development (i.e., Wildlife Hazard Assessment for the Airport...)"
(RDEIR, 4-41). The Hazards Assessment discusses the Airport Master Plan and
potential wetland mitigation in the following way:

[The] Master Plan...will provide “development scenarios for the short-term
(2017), intermediate-term (2022), and long-term (2032)" (City
2015)...Some developments may require mitigation, including mitigation of
wetlands under the jurisdiction of the California Coastal Commission.
Potential wildlife hazards will be considered in the selection of new
mitigation lands, so that any restoration of mitigation lands will not result in
an elevated wildlife hazard level. However, the presence of additional
lands set aside as mitigation in perpetuity could further restrict SBA’s
ability to manage wildlife hazards on site. (RDEIR, B-22)

The FEIR must at a minimum discuss how Areas 3 and 4 are appropriate locations for
wetlands and how these areas are or are not consistent with the Hazards Assessment
and other existing guiding documents. If these sites are not consistent, the FEIR must
disclose and discuss these inconsistencies.

With respect to the mitigation ratio for wetland impacts proposed for the PWRP in
BIO/mm-1, the City does not believe the 2:1 ratio is adequate to mitigate wetland
impacts. The RDEIR notes the Santa Barbara Airport and Goleta Slough Local Coastal
Program Policy C-11 required a 4:1 mitigation ratio for the Runway Safety Projects. This
4:1 mitigation was also included in the Runway Safety Projects’ CDP (CDP 4-03-082).
For the Airport Drainage Project, the City of Santa Barbara proposed a 6:1 mitigation
ratio for seasonal wetlands. It is unclear why the City of Santa Barbara is now proposing
a 2:1 mitigation ratio when appropriately higher mitigation ratios were utilized for
previous runway projects and when the RDEIR itself acknowledges in the discussion of
Impact BIO-1 that a 4:1 mitigation ratio similar to the Runway Safety Projects will likely
be necessary (RDEIR, 4-34). This inconsistency must be remedied. A fixed 4:1
mitigation ratio must be established and truly feasible sites for the 4:1 wetland mitigation
ratio must be identified in the FEIR.

Land Use and Planning

Based on the significant discretionary actions by other agencies, LU/mm-1 and LU/mm-
3 cannot be used to mitigate Impacts LU-4 and LU-6 to Class Il, Less than Significant
Impacts with Mitigation. As such, Impacts LU-4 and LU-6 should be identified as Class |
impacts.

CITY Of
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The City of Santa Barbara acknowledges that “[bJased on a preliminary Local Coastal
Program (LCP) policy conformance analysis completed as part of this Program EIR, the
City will also consider the initiation of an LCP amendment, a City of Santa Barbara
General Plan amendment, and a rezone for the portion of a future Taxiway H Airfield
Safety Project that would occur within the GSER.” (RDEIR, 2-7). The LCP amendment,
General Plan amendment, and rezone are necessary for the Project to remain
consistent with the Airport's Local Coastal Program (Impact LU-4) and the City of Santa
Barbara’'s General Plan, G-S-R zone, and Goleta Slough Ecological Reserve (GSER)
(Impact LU-6). The RDEIR relies on LU/mm-1 to mitigate inconsistencies with the
Airport's LCP and the G-S-R zone designation and LU/mm-3 to mitigate the Project’s
inconsistencies with the GSER boundary.

The reliance on LU/mm-1 to mitigate Impact LU-4 from a Class | to a Class Il impact is
unjustified as any change to LCP policies or zoning designations requires certification
by the California Coastal Commission. Since this action is out of the control of the City
of Santa Barbara, the mitigation measure proposed is insufficient to mitigate the impact
to Less than Significant with Mitigation (Class Il). As such, Impact LU-4 is a Class |
impact.

The same issue arises with LU/mm-3. Any change to the GSER boundary requires
action by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). Since this action is
outside the control of the City of Santa Barbara, the mitigation measure proposed is
insufficient to mitigate the impact to Less than Significant with Mitigation (Class II).
Additionally, the assumption that LU/mm-3 can reduce Impact LU-6 to Class Il is
troubling because in the last instance where the Santa Barbara Airport needed a
change in the GSER boundary, this change never actually took place. Furthermore,
there is no indication that there is adequate land to support a change in the GSER
boundary. As such, Impact LU-6 must be considered a Class | impact.

Transportation/Traffic
Future Baseline

As previously stated in our DEIR comment letter, the City is concerned for the use of a
future baseline that includes increased future enplanements even though the Project
includes increased parking and a terminal expansion.

The RDEIR explains in several places that “the City’'s General Plan considers ‘moderate
growth’ at the Airport that was based on the 2003 Aviation Facilities Plan’'s aviation
demand forecast” (RDEIR, 2-2). The City of Santa Barbara's General Plan Final EIR
does not independently analyze Airport traffic impacts on local intersections. Instead,
Santa Barbara’s General Plan Final EIR points to the City of Goleta's 2006 General
Plan EIR for “details on methodology, assumptions and mitigations for these
intersections.” (City of Santa Barbara September 2010 General Plan Certified Final
EIR).

CITY OF
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The City of Santa Barbara did address traffic impacts associated with growth at the
Airport in the Final EIR for the 2003 Aviation Facilities Plan. Mitigation Measure 3.23-1
states that “[tlhe Airport will contribute a fair-share payment toward local improvements
to accommodate future traffic growth” and Mitigation Measure 3.23-2 states that “[t]he
Airport will contribute a fair-share payment toward regional improvements to
accommodate future traffic growth.” For both mitigation measures, the compliance
timing was “[w]ithin six months of adoption of the Facilities Plan” and the method was
that a “reciprocal funding agreement shall be adopted by both the City and the County.”
(Aviation Facilities Plan Mitigation; Monitoring Program; Airline Terminal Expansion,
Parking Structure, Air Cargo Building, and Taxiway B Improvements; page 8 of 10). GOL-89

Although the Final EIR for the Aviation Facilities Plan is dated August 2002, there is no
mention in these above referenced mitigation measures to include the City of Goleta in
a funding agreement even though the impacts considered fell within the City of Goleta.
As such, the traffic impacts within the City of Goleta associated with the ongoing growth
of the Airport do not appear as though they have ever been addressed. The City is
concerned that the approach used in the RDEIR continues this pattern. The City
requests further detail in the FEIR outlining how traffic impacts associated with growth
at the Airport were mitigated pursuant to the mitigation measures described above as
the Airport has continued to expand over time.

Traffic Impact Study
The City appreciates the time and effort taken to update the DEIR Traffic Impact Study
(Appendix C) in the RDEIR. However, the City remains concerned about the use of a
1900 saturation flow rate for the intersections of Hollister Avenue and the State Route
217 Westbound Ramp and Hollister Avenue and the State Route 217 Eastbound Ramp.
The Study should explain why a saturation flow rate of 1900 rather than 1600 was used.
A saturation flow rate of 1600 may change the Project’s impact on these intersections.

GOL-90

Mitigation Measure T/mm-1
The City appreciates the addition of T/mm-1 (fair share contribution for traffic mitigation)
in the RDEIR to mitigate traffic impacts associated with the Project. However, the details
and timing of this mitigation measure must be changed. A more thorough explanation of | GOL-91
the fair share contribution should be described, including to the Goleta Transportation
Improvement Program and for future projects along the Fairview and Hollister Avenue _
corridors, to help clarify what the expectations included in this mitigation measure really 7
are. Additionally, the Implementation Schedule for T/mm-1 is listed as “[w]hen, and if,
traffic improvements within the City of Goleta are constructed.” (RDEIR, 7-12). The City
believes a more complete mitigation measure will require the City of Santa Barbara to
enter into an agreement with the City of Goleta, like that envisioned in the Aviation
Facilities Plan FEIR. This agreement must be in place prior to the adoption of the Airport
Master Plan to ensure that an appropriate agreement is in place prior to the
implementation of the Master Plan.

GOL-92
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Thank you for considering the City staff's comments regarding the RDEIR. If you have
any questions regarding our comments, do not hesitate to contact me at 805-961-7557.

Sincerely,

gyl

Anne Wells
Advance Planning Manager

cc:  Michelle Greene, City Manager

Rosemarie Gaglione, Public Works Director
Jennifer Carman, Planning & Environmental Review Director
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Response to Recirculated Draft Program EIR - Letter 13
City of Goleta (GOL)
Dated September 13, 2016

GOL-1 through GOL-78 are included in Appendix A of this Final Program EIR.

GOL-79: This comment states that this letter is focused on additional issues that the City has
with the Recirculated Draft Program EIR and does not restate all issues listed in its letter on the
Draft Program EIR (dated October 30, 2015).

Response: Comment noted.

GOL-80: This comment states that the Project Objectives are too narrowly constructed and
that they are just the Project components, not overarching goals for the Project. The comment
also states that other potential Master Plan designs are inadequately identified.

Response: This comment restates comments from the City of Goleta’s previous letter. Refer to
Comments and Responses to Comments GOL-11 through GOL-13, and GOL-28 of Appendix A
(Final Program EIR). The overarching goal of the proposed project is to plan for the safe and
efficient use of the Airport, which is mandated by Federal regulations. Specifically, the Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA) Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5300-13A, Airport Design (FAA 2014)
states in Section 101c, Existing Airports, “Every effort shall be made to bring an airport up to
current standards.” In addition, Federal Grant Assurance No. 19, requires that the Airport be
operated in “a safe and serviceable condition and in accordance with the minimum standards as
may be required or prescribed by applicable Federal, state and local agencies for maintenance
and operation. It will not cause or permit any activity or action thereon which would interfere
with its use for airport purposes.”

The proposed Master Plan is a detailed comprehensive document that followed FAA guidelines
(AC 150-5070-6B, Change 1, Consolidated Master Plans [FAA 2007]). It is incorporated by
reference into the Program EIR and contains detailed alternatives analysis. It must be noted that
airport design is strictly controlled by FAA and must follow prescribed airfield geometry and
safety standards with site constraints and FAA design criteria; feasible design strategies are
limited.

GOL-81: This comment states that a closed auxiliary parking lot north of Hollister Avenue (Lot
2) was originally included in the proposed Airport Master Plan and Draft Program EIR and
should remain in the Final Program EIR and its reuse analyzed as part of the Master Plan. The
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rationale for this comment is that the proposed Master Plan includes reference to the
“consolidation of automobile parking associated with the Terminal.”

Response: The referenced parking lot has been closed for some time and its closure is not part
of the proposed Airport Master Plan. As requested by the City of Goleta in their prior letter, the
parking lot has been removed from the discussion. The “consolidation of automobile parking”
listed in the proposed Master Plan describes the areas identified for future vehicular parking
needs at the Terminal. Any future uses of the former lot north of Hollister Avenue will continue
to be guided by the Santa Barbara Airport Industrial Area Specific Plan (1997).

GOL-82: This comment states that relocation of the current maintenance yard to another part
of the Airport frees up leasable space, which is not discussed in the Recirculated Draft Program
EIR.

Response: This comment restates comments from the City of Goleta’s previous letter. Refer to
Comment and Response to Comment GOL-30 of Appendix A (Final Program EIR). The existing
buildings at the current maintenance yard could continue to be leased for other uses consistent
with the area’s zoning and land use designation. Future redevelopment of the area will occur
consistent with the existing land use plan (i.e., the Santa Barbara Airport Industrial Area Specific
Plan). See also Section 4.6.4, Project-Specific Impacts (Impact LU-3). Note that the Goleta traffic
model assumes that this entire area of the Airport is developed as Light Industrial.

GOL-83: This comment states that potential impacts to the loss of wetland habitat (Impact
BIO-1) should be considered Class | and that the Program EIR cannot rely on a Programmatic
Mitigation Plan (PMP) for mitigation. The comment also states that restoration efforts cannot
ensure successful mitigation or ensure that wetlands of equal ecological and biological value
can be produced.

Response: See Topical Response #2. BIO/mm-1 (i.e., the PMP) has been refined to include
additional measures based on input from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW),
California Coastal Commission (CCC), and other resource agencies, advisory groups, and
stakeholders of the Goleta Slough. One of the key features of the PMP is the requirement that
future Airport projects that could affect protected biological resources prepare Habitat
Mitigation and Monitoring Plans (HMMPs). The HMMPs must be reviewed by the appropriate
resource agencies to ensure that impacts to protected biological resources will be successfully
mitigated. General performance criteria have also been included in BIO/mm-1.

GOL-84: This comment states the commenter’s concern with specific biological mitigation
areas (referred to as Areas 6 and 7 in the Final Program EIR, see Exhibit 4D) and consistency
with the Airport’s Wildlife Hazard Assessment.
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Response: See Topical Response #2. These two areas are outside the current Goleta Slough
Ecological Reserve (GSER) boundaries and are specifically called out in the Airport’s Local Coastal
Plan (LCP) as potential mitigation areas for future Airport development projects (City of Santa
Barbara 2003:3-11):

“Twenty-one acres in the south west corner of the intersection of the east/west and north/south
runways are designated as potentially restorable marsh on the habitat map. During an informal site
investigation with the Department of Fish and Game and Coastal Commission staff members in spring
1981, this portion of the slough was observed as upland habitat. Since the informal site visit, detailed
habitat mapping of the slough has been completed (as shown on the special study area on the habitat
map) however this area in the corner of the runways was not included in that habitat mapping. There
has been no documentation that this area is anything other than potentially restorable marsh.
Therefore, this area will be considered potentially restorable marsh so that it may possibly be restored
or improved to offset impacts of development in other sections of the City’s Airport property in the
future.”

The location of the Airport in proximity to the Goleta Slough is a unique situation that requires
the balancing of airport safety and the protection of, and coexistence with, the resources and
wildlife within the Slough. In general, wildlife is discouraged from the Air Operations Area (AOA)
(i.e., all airport areas where aircraft can operate, either under their own power or while in tow,
such as runways, taxiways, and apron areas). In this aspect, swapping a GSER area that is
between the runway system and the other areas of the AOA (for example, the Taxiway H Airfield
Safety Project area) with an area outside the AOA and on the same side of the airfield as the
remainder of the Slough is highly preferred from a wildlife hazard management perspective. By
providing protected areas southwest of the airfield, birds can be encouraged to remain in the
Slough rather that traversing across the airfield to get to it.

GOL-85: This comment identifies concerns with the previously identified minimum mitigation
ratios for future project-specific wetland impacts and states that feasible mitigation sites must
be provided.

Response: See Topical Response #2 and Response to Comment GOL-83. The CCC has stated that
habitat mitigation ratios for the potential Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project should be increased
to a minimum ratio of 4:1 for unavoidable wetland habitats and 3:1 for upland habitat impacts.
(Refer to Letter 11 of this appendix, Comment CCC-2.) In addition, the CDFW has indicated a
need to mitigate for both wetland and upland areas. (Refer to Letter 9 of this appendix, CDFW-
50). BIO/mm-1 has been refined to reflect this additional resource agency input.

GOL-86: This comment states that requiring significant discretionary actions by other agencies
cannot be used to mitigate impacts related to Impact LU-4 (Compatibility with the Airport’s
Local Coastal Program) and Impact LU-6 (Inconsistencies with City of Santa Barbara General
Plan and Zoning).
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Response: Future individual projects to implement the Master Plan will require specific design,
environmental review, and permit approvals. At the programmatic level of this EIR, it is
appropriate to identify conditions on future project approvals as mitigation.

GOL-87: This comment identifies concerns over the future baseline used in identifying
cumulative traffic impacts. This baseline incorporates future enplanements at the Airport that
are part of the FAA-approved forecasts for the Airport.

Response: The proposed Airport Master Plan is based on FAA-approved forecasts, which use
national and regional trends in aviation growth. While the forecasts may or may not be realized
within the planning horizons of the proposed Master Plan (i.e., 20 years), they allow the Airport
to formulate a capital improvement plan to meet the potential demand. As with any capital
improvement plan, it will be adjusted to reflect actual need, typically on an annual basis. Capital
improvements that are not related to safety, such as a larger terminal, will not be carried out
unless actual demand is realized. Thus, while the proposed Airport Master Plan reserves space
for future terminal expansion and vehicle parking if future airport activity justifies it, these types
of improvements do not drive enplanement levels, but respond to them.

Traffic resulting from future Airport activity levels are not created by an Airport’s Master Plan,
but by the capacity of the airfield in concert with market factors. These will occur in both the No
Project and Proposed Plan alternatives and are correctly included in the cumulative baseline
traffic scenario. This approach is also used by the City of Goleta as future Airport activity and is
incorporated into its citywide cumulative traffic model.

GOL-88: This comment states that the City’s General Plan EIR does not independently analyze
Airport traffic impacts (defined as “moderate” growth, i.e., one to four percent annual growth
in enplanements and two percent annual growth in general aviation operations - Recirculated
Draft Program EIR, page 2-2) on local intersections, but relied on the City of Goleta’s 2006
General Plan EIR.

Response: Comment noted.

GOL-89: This comment identifies previous mitigation measures included in the previous
Airport Facilities Plan Final EIR (2002) with respect to cumulative traffic and states that the City
of Goleta was not mentioned, but only the City of Santa Barbara and Santa Barbara County.
Additional detail is requested about how traffic effects associated with Airport growth have
been mitigated.

Response: The 2003 Aviation Facilities Plan was based on annual enplaned passengers of 399,347
in 2000 and an assumed growth rate of 1.37 percent over the 2000-2010 decade. The Aviation
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Facilities Plan excluded development along Hollister Avenue and focused exclusively on the
airfield, Goleta, Slough and the south (Terminal) area. The anticipated growth of approximately
179,000 annual enplanements (or 358,000 additional passengers) did not occur, however. The
2016 Terminal Area Forecast (TAF) prepared by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
forecasts 323,859 annual enplanements for 2017 based on 317,882 actual annual enplanements
tallied in 2015. Applying the Airport Master Plan assumed growth rate of 2.3 percent, the Santa
Barbara Airport would return to year 2000 annual enplanements in 2026.

Condition J.15 of the Coastal Development Permit and Development Plan for the Airline Terminal
Expansion Project in 2007 implemented Aviation Facilities Plan EIR Mitigation Measure 3.23-2
obligating the Airport to make a fair share contribution to intersections identified in the Traffic
Study for that project. The Cities of Goleta and Santa Barbara were not able to come to an
agreement on the method and timing of such payments. However, because significant
contributions to cumulative traffic impacts associated with implementation of the Aviation
Facilities Plan never materialized, no off-site traffic mitigation was required.

GOL-90: This comment is concerned with the use of a saturation flow rate® of 1900 rather than
1600 for the assessment of impacts to the intersections of Hollister Avenue and the SR 217
eastbound and westbound ramps.

Response: Evaluation of future impacts to these two intersections (intermediate and long term)
assume that the intersections have been converted to roundabouts in keeping with the City of
Goleta’s 2006 General Plan and Project Goleta website. Thus, these intersections were analyzed
in the Traffic Impact Study using the HCM 2010 traffic signal delay parameters in Sidra 6 software
and no changes to the analysis are necessary.

Using a 1600 saturation flow rate for the existing condition, the levels of service are shown below.

Table 4L in the Final Program EIR has been updated to reflect these values. The TRAFFIX print-
outs are attached to the end of these responses for your reference.

1 A saturation flow rate is the maximum number of vehicles from a specified travel lane that could theoretically pass
through the intersection during one hour of continuous green under the prevailing traffic and roadway conditions.
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COMPARISON OF EXISTING INTERSECTION CONDITIONS FOR
HOLLISTER AVENUE/STATE ROUTE (SR) 217 RAMPS
BASED ON SATURATION FLOW RATES

EXISTING AM Peak-hour AM Peak-hour PM Peak-hour PM Peak-hour
(1900 saturation | (1600 saturation | (1900 saturation | (1600 saturation

flow rate) flow rate) flow rate) flow rate)
VC/(LOS) VC/(LOS) VC/(LOS) VC/(LOS)

#10 SR 217 0.537 (A) 0.573 (A) 0.662 (B) 0.739 (C)

westbound/Hollister

#11 SR 217 0.312 (A) 0.414 (A) 0.496 (A) 0.583 (A)

eastbound/Hollister

Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Additional Traffic Analysis, October 2016.
V/C = volume to capacity ratio
LOS = level of service

GOL-91: This comment states with respect to T/mm-1 that a more thorough explanation of the
“fair share” contribution should be described, including to the Goleta Transportation
Improvement Program and for future projects along the Fairview and Hollister Avenue
corridors.

Response: T/mm-1 has been revised in the Final Program EIR to state that all development at the
Airport will contribute an equitable share cost allocation for afternoon peak-hour trips added to
the Hollister Avenue/Kellogg Avenue intersection and to the Fairview Avenue/US 101 NB ramps.
Equitable share shall be calculated using the most recent cost for the improvement programmed
for these intersections in the Goleta Transportation Improvement Plan (GTIP), and shall be based
upon a traffic study prepared pursuant to the City of Santa Barbara Traffic Management Strategy
for the Airport Area, including consultation and coordination with the City of Goleta.

GOL-92: This comment states with respect to T/mm-1 that the Implementation Schedule must
be set before the proposed Airport Master Plan is approved, rather than when, and if, traffic
improvements within the City of Goleta are constructed.

Response: The Final Program EIR’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (Chapter 7) has
been revised to stipulate that T/mm-1 will be implemented prior to project approval for projects
contributing to cumulative impacts to the Hollister Avenue/Kellogg Avenue intersection and to
the Fairview Avenue/US 101 NB ramps. See also Exhibit 2G of this Final Program EIR for the most
recent Master Plan Capital Improvement Plan, which identifies the anticipated implementation
of various Master Plan recommendations.
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Existing AM Thu Jun 16, 2016 18:32:49 Page 11-1
SANTA BARBARA AIRPORT MASTER PLAN
EXISTING CONDITIONS
Level OF Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Operations Method (Base Volume Alternative)
AEEA A AAAAAA A A AR A AR A A A AR A A A AR AR A AR LA AARA AR AAA AR AARAARAAAALAAAARAARAAAAAAAAAAAAA A A AR AAAANK
Intersection #10 SR 217 WB Ramps/Hollister Ave
Cycle (sec): 100 Critical Vol./Cap.(X): 0.537
Loss Time (sec): 10 Average Delay (sec/veh): 22.9
Optimal Cycle: 39 Level OF Service: C
Street Name: SR 217 WB Ramps Hollister Ave
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L - T - R L - T - R L T - R L T - R
——————————————————————————— R | B | B
Control: Split Phase Split Phase Permitted Protected
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0] 0] 0] 0 0 0 0] 0]
Y+R: 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 40 4.0
Lanes: 0O 0 0 0O 0O 0 1ro 1 0 01 1 0 1 0 2 0 O
——————————————————————————— e [ B | B |
Volume Module:
Base Vol: 0] 0 0 154 0 519 0 601 47 96 426 0]
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bse: 0] 0 0 154 0 519 0 601 47 96 426 0]
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 0 0 0 154 0 519 0 601 47 96 426 0
Reduct Vol: 0] 0 0 0 0] 0] 0] 0 0 0 0] 0]
Reduced Vol : 0 0 0 154 0 519 0 601 47 96 426 0
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 0] 0 0 154 0 519 0 601 47 96 426 0]
——————————————————————————— e | | Bl
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Adjustment: 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.87 1.00 0.87 1.00 0.94 0.94 0.95 0.95 1.00
Lanes: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.37 0.00 1.63 0.00 1.85 0.15 1.00 2.00 0.00
Final Sat.: 0] 0 0 619 0 2704 0 3311 259 1805 3610 0]
———————————— et L | B | |
Capacity Analysis Module
Vol/Sat: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.25 0.00 0.19 0.00 0.18 0.18 0.05 0.12 0.00
Green/Cycle: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.46 0.00 0.46 0.00 0.34 0.34 0.10 0.44 o0.00
Volume/Cap: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.54 0.00 0.41 0.00 0.54 0.54 0.54 0.27 0.00
Delay/Veh: 0.0 0.0 0.0 19.6 0.0 18.0 0.0 27.3 27.3 46.1 18.1 0.0
User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
AdjDel/Veh: 0.0 0.0 0.0 19.6 0.0 18.0 0.0 27.3 27.3 46.1 18.1 0.0
LOS by Move: A A A B A B A C C D B A
HCM2kAvgQ: 0 0] 0 9 0] 7 0] 8 8 3 4 0
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
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City of Santa Barbara B-123

Existing AM Thu Jun 16, 2016 18:32:49 Page 12-1
SANTA BARBARA AIRPORT MASTER PLAN
EXISTING CONDITIONS
Level OF Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Operations Method (Base Volume Alternative)
AEEEAAAAAAA AR AR A AR A A A AR A A A AR AR AAA LA AARAA A AAA AR AARAARAAAALAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA A AR AAAAK
Intersection #11 SR 217 EB Ramps/Hollister Ave
Cycle (sec): 100 Critical Vol./Cap.(X): 0.312
Loss Time (sec): 10 Average Delay (sec/veh): 20.9
Optimal Cycle: 28 Level OF Service: C
Street Name: SR 217 EB Ramps Hollister Ave
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R L T - R
———————————— Rl | B | B | B
Control: Split Phase Split Phase Protected Protected
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0] 0 0 0 0] 0]
Y+R: 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 40 4.0
Lanes: 0O 1 0 0 1 0O 0 0 0 O 2 01 1 0 1 0 2 0 1
——————————————————————————— e [ B | B |
Volume Module:
Base Vol: 48 53 44 0 0 0 317 310 135 70 486 83
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bse: 48 53 44 0 0] 0 317 310 135 70 486 83
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 48 53 44 0 0 0 317 310 135 70 486 83
Reduct Vol: 0] 0 0 0 0] 0] 0] 0] 0 0 0] 0]
Reduced Vol : 48 53 44 0 0 0 317 310 135 70 486 83
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 48 53 44 0 0] 0 317 310 135 70 486 83
——————————————————————————— e | | Bl
Saturation Flow Module:
(Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Adjustment: 0.95 0.95 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.92 0.91 0.91 0.95 0.95 0.85
Lanes: 0.48 0.52 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 1.39 0.61 1.00 2.00 1.00
Final Sat.: 858 947 1615 0 0] 0 3502 2402 1046 1805 3610 1615
———————————— et L | Bl | |
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.06 0.06 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.09 0.13 0.13 0.04 0.13 0.05
Green/Cycle: 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.29 0.55 0.55 0.17 0.43 0.43
Volume/Cap: 0.31 0.31 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.31 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.31 0.12
Delay/Veh: 36.2 36.2 34.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 27.911.5 11.5 36.5 18.8 17.1
User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
AdjDel/Veh: 36.2 36.2 34.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 27.9 11.5 11.5 36.518.8 17.1
LOS by Move: D D C A A A C B B D B B
HCM2kAvgQ: 3 3 1 0 0 0] 4 4 4 2 5 2
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to K-H, PHOENIX, AZ
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Existing PM Thu Jun 16, 2016 18:32:56 Page 11-1
SANTA BARBARA AIRPORT MASTER PLAN
EXISTING CONDITIONS
Level OF Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Operations Method (Base Volume Alternative)
AEEEAAAAAAA AR AR A AR A A A AR A A A AR AR AAA LA AARAA A AAA AR AARAARAAAALAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA A AR AAAAK
Intersection #10 SR 217 WB Ramps/Hollister Ave
Cycle (sec): 100 Critical Vol./Cap.(X): 0.662
Loss Time (sec): 10 Average Delay (sec/veh): 18.0
Optimal Cycle: 49 Level OF Service: B
Street Name: SR 217 WB Ramps Hollister Ave
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R L T - R
——————————————————————————— R | B | B
Control: Split Phase Split Phase Permitted Protected
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0] 0] 0] 0 0 0 0] 0]
Y+R: 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 40 4.0
Lanes: 0O 0 0 0O 0O 0 11 o0 1 0 01 1 0 1 0 2 0 O
——————————————————————————— e | B | B |
Volume Module:
Base Vol: 0] 0 0 48 0 433 0 1402 31 70 512 0]
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bse: 0] 0 0 48 0 433 0 1402 31 70 512 0]
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 0 0 0 48 0 433 0 1402 31 70 512 0
Reduct Vol: 0] 0 0 0 0] 0] 0] 0] 9 0 0] 0]
Reduced Vol : 0 0 0 48 0 433 0 1402 22 70 512 0
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 0] 0 0 48 0 433 0 1402 22 70 512 0]
——————————————————————————— e | | Bl
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Adjustment: 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.86 1.00 0.86 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 1.00
Lanes: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.18 0.00 1.82 0.00 1.97 0.03 1.00 2.00 0.00
Final Sat.: 0] 0 0 297 0 2974 0 3547 56 1805 3610 0]
———————————— vt L e | Bl | |
Capacity Analysis Module
Vol/Sat: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.16 0.00 0.15 0.00 0.40 0.40 0.04 0.14 0.00
Green/Cycle: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.24 0.00 0.24 0.00 0.60 0.60 0.06 0.66 0.00
Volume/Cap: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.66 0.00 0.60 0.00 0.66 0.66 0.66 0.22 0.00
Delay/Veh: 0.0 0.0 0.0 36.4 0.0 34.6 0.0 14.2 14.2 60.7 7.0 0.0
User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
AdjDel/Veh: 0.0 0.0 0.0 36.4 0.0 34.6 0.0 14.2 14.2 60.7 7.0 0.0
LOS by Move: A A A D A C A B B E A A
HCM2kAvgQ: 0] 0 0 8 0 7 0 15 15 2 3 0]
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.

Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed
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Existing PM Thu Jun 16, 2016 18:32:56 Page 12-1

SANTA BARBARA AIRPORT MASTER PLAN

EXISTING CONDITIONS
Level OF Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Operations Method (Base Volume Alternative)

AEEEAAAAAAA AR AR A AR A A A AR A A A AR AR AAA LA AARAA A AAA AR AARAARAAAALAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA A AR AAAAK
Intersection #11 SR 217 EB Ramps/Hollister Ave
Cycle (sec): 100 Critical Vol./Cap.(X): 0.496
Loss Time (sec): 10 Average Delay (sec/veh): 22.0
Optimal Cycle: 36 Level OF Service: C

B L S S s =

Street Name:

SR 217 EB Ramps

Hollister Ave

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L - T - R L T - R L T - R L - T - R
——————————————————————————— R | B | B
Control: Split Phase Split Phase Protected Protected
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0] 0] 0] 0 0 0 0] 0]
Y+R: 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 40 4.0
Lanes: 0O 1 0 0 1 0O 0 0 0 O 2 01 1 0 1 0 2 0 1
——————————————————————————— e [ B | B |
Volume Module:

Base Vol: 113 94 235 0 0 0 428 960 65 26 461 63
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bse: 113 94 235 0 0] 0 428 960 65 26 461 63
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 113 94 235 0 0 0 428 960 65 26 461 63
Reduct Vol: 0] 0 0 0 0] 0] 0] 0] 0 0 0] 0]
Reduced Vol: 113 94 235 0 0 0 428 960 65 26 461 63
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 113 94 235 0 0] 0 428 960 65 26 461 63
——————————————————————————— e | | Bl
Saturation Flow Module:

Sat/Lane: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Adjustment: 0.96 0.96 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.92 0.94 0.94 0.95 0.95 0.85
Lanes: 0.55 0.45 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 1.87 0.13 1.00 2.00 1.00
Final Sat.: 998 830 1615 0 0] 0 3502 3351 227 1805 3610 1615
———————————— et L | Bl | |
Capacity Analysis Module

Vol/Sat: 0.11 0.11 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.12 0.29 0.29 0.01 0.13 0.04
Green/Cycle: 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.30 0.58 0.58 0.03 0.31 0.31
Volume/Cap: 0.39 0.39 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.41 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.41 0.13
Delay/Veh: 28.6 28.6 30.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 28.4 12.7 12.7 55.0 27.5 24.9
User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
AdjDel/vVeh: 28.6 28.6 30.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 28.4 12.7 12.7 55.0 27.5 24.9
LOS by Move: C C C A A A C B B E C C
HCM2kAvgQ: 5 5 6 0 0 0] 5 9 9 2 6 1
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane

Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed
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B-125
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Existing AM Mon Oct 10, 2016 09:11:18 Page 11-1
SANTA BARBARA AIRPORT MASTER PLAN
EXISTING CONDITIONS
Level OF Service Computation Report
ICU 1(Loss as Cycle Length %) Method (Base Volume Alternative)

EAEAEEAIE AKX A A XA XA A AKX A A XA XA AXA A A XA AL A A AR A XA XA XA AXT A AKX AXAXAAXA A AKX ALAXAAXAAAXAALAAAXAAXAXAALAAAXAAXAdX

Intersection #10 SR 217 WB Ramps/Hollister Ave

R D R = S = R R

Cycle (sec): 100 Critical Vol./Cap.(X): 0.573
Loss Time (sec): 10 Average Delay (sec/veh): XXXXXX
Optimal Cycle: 38 Level OF Service: A
Street Name: SR 217 WB Ramps Hollister Ave

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R
——————————————————————————— R | B | B
Control: Split Phase Split Phase Permitted Protected
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0] 0] 0] 0 0 0 0] 0]
Y+R: 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 40 4.0
Lanes: 0O 0 0 0O 0O 0 11 o0 1 0 01 1 0 1 0 2 0 O
——————————————————————————— e | B | B |
Volume Module:

Base Vol: 0] 0 0 154 0 519 0 601 47 96 426 0]
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bse: 0] 0 0 154 0 519 0 601 47 96 426 0]
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 0 0 0 154 0 519 0 601 47 96 426 0
Reduct Vol: 0] 0 0 0 0] 0] 0] 0] 0 0 0] 0]
Reduced Vol: 0 0 0 154 0 519 0 601 47 96 426 0
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 0] 0 0 154 0 519 0 601 47 96 426 0]
——————————————————————————— e | | Bl
Saturation Flow Module:

Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lanes: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.46 0.00 1.54 0.00 1.85 0.15 1.00 2.00 0.00
Final Sat.: 0] 0 0 732 0 2468 0 2968 232 1600 3200 0]
——————————————————————————— e | B | Bl
Capacity Analysis Module:

Vol/Sat: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.21 0.00 0.21 0.00 0.20 0.20 0.06 0.13 0.00

EAEAEEAIXE AKX A AEA A XA EA AKX A AKX AKX A AXA A A XA ALA A XA A AA A AKX AXAEAAXAA AKX AXAEAAXAAAXAXAXAAXAAXAXAALAAAXAAXAXAALAAAXAAXAdX

Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to K-H, PHOENIX, AZ

City of Santa Barbara B-126 Final Program EIR
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Existing AM Mon Oct 10, 2016 09:11:18 Page 12-1
SANTA BARBARA AIRPORT MASTER PLAN
EXISTING CONDITIONS
Level OF Service Computation Report
ICU 1(Loss as Cycle Length %) Method (Base Volume Alternative)

EAEAEEAIE AKX A A XA XA A AKX A A XA XA AXA A A XA AL A A AR A XA XA XA AXT A AKX AXAXAAXA A AKX ALAXAAXAAAXAALAAAXAAXAXAALAAAXAAXAdX

Intersection #11 SR 217 EB Ramps/Hollister Ave

R D R = S = R R

Cycle (sec): 100 Critical Vol./Cap.(X): 0.414
Loss Time (sec): 10 Average Delay (sec/veh): XXXXXX
Optimal Cycle: 29 Level OF Service: A
Street Name: SR 217 EB Ramps Hollister Ave

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R
——————————————————————————— R | B | B
Control: Split Phase Split Phase Protected Protected
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0] 0 0 0 0] 0] 0] 0 0 0 0] 0
Y+R: 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 40 4.0
Lanes: 01 0 0 1 0O 0 0 0 O 2 01 1 0 1 0 2 0 1

Volume Module:

Base Vol: 48 53 44 0 0 0 317 310 135 70 486 83
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bse: 48 53 44 0 0 0 317 310 135 70 486 83
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 48 53 44 0 0 0 317 310 135 70 486 83
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 48 53 44 0 0 0 317 310 135 70 486 83
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalvVolume: 48 53 44 0 0 0 317 310 135 70 486 83
——————————————————————————— e | | Bl
Saturation Flow Module:

Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lanes: 0.48 0.52 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 1.39 0.61 1.00 2.00 1.00
Final Sat.: 760 840 1600 0 0 0 3200 2229 971 1600 3200 1600
———————————— e L | B | |
Capacity Analysis Module:

Vol/Sat: 0.06 0.06 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.14 0.14 0.04 0.15 0.05

EAEAEEAIXE AKX A AEA A XA EA AKX A AKX AKX A AXA A A XA ALA A XA A AA A AKX AXAEAAXAA AKX AXAEAAXAAAXAXAXAAXAAXAXAALAAAXAAXAXAALAAAXAAXAdX

Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to K-H, PHOENIX, AZ

City of Santa Barbara B-127 Final Program EIR
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Existing PM Mon Oct 10, 2016 09:11:23 Page 11-1
SANTA BARBARA AIRPORT MASTER PLAN
EXISTING CONDITIONS
Level OF Service Computation Report
ICU 1(Loss as Cycle Length %) Method (Base Volume Alternative)

EAEAEEAIE AKX A A XA XA A AKX A A XA XA AXA A A XA AL A A AR A XA XA XA AXT A AKX AXAXAAXA A AKX ALAXAAXAAAXAALAAAXAAXAXAALAAAXAAXAdX

Intersection #10 SR 217 WB Ramps/Hollister Ave

R D R = S = R R

Cycle (sec): 100 Critical Vol./Cap.(X): 0.739
Loss Time (sec): 10 Average Delay (sec/veh): XXXXXX
Optimal Cycle: 55 Level OF Service: C
Street Name: SR 217 WB Ramps Hollister Ave

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R
——————————————————————————— R | B | B
Control: Split Phase Split Phase Permitted Protected
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0] 0] 0] 0 0 0 0] 0]
Y+R: 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 40 4.0
Lanes: 0O 0 0 0O 0O 0 11 o0 1 0 01 1 0 1 0 2 0 O
——————————————————————————— e | B | B |
Volume Module:

Base Vol: 0] 0 0 48 0 433 0 1402 31 70 512 0]
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bse: 0] 0 0 48 0 433 0 1402 31 70 512 0]
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 0 0 0 48 0 433 0 1402 31 70 512 0
Reduct Vol: 0] 0 0 0 0] 0] 0] 0] 9 0 0] 0]
Reduced Vol : 0 0 0 48 0 433 0 1402 22 70 512 0
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 0] 0 0 48 0 433 0 1402 22 70 512 0]
——————————————————————————— e | | Bl
Saturation Flow Module:

Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lanes: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.20 0.00 1.80 0.00 1.97 0.03 1.00 2.00 0.00
Final Sat.: 0] 0 0 319 0 2881 0 3151 49 1600 3200 0]
——————————————————————————— e | B | Bl
Capacity Analysis Module:

Vol/Sat: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.15 0.00 0.15 0.00 0.44 0.45 0.04 0.16 0.00

EAEAEEAIXE AKX A AEA A XA EA AKX A AKX AKX A AXA A A XA ALA A XA A AA A AKX AXAEAAXAA AKX AXAEAAXAAAXAXAXAAXAAXAXAALAAAXAAXAXAALAAAXAAXAdX

Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to K-H, PHOENIX, AZ

City of Santa Barbara B-128 Final Program EIR
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Existing PM Mon Oct 10, 2016 09:11:23 Page 12-1
SANTA BARBARA AIRPORT MASTER PLAN
EXISTING CONDITIONS
Level OF Service Computation Report
ICU 1(Loss as Cycle Length %) Method (Base Volume Alternative)

EAEAEEAIE AKX A A XA XA A AKX A A XA XA AXA A A XA AL A A AR A XA XA XA AXT A AKX AXAXAAXA A AKX ALAXAAXAAAXAALAAAXAAXAXAALAAAXAAXAdX

Intersection #11 SR 217 EB Ramps/Hollister Ave

R D R = S = R R

Cycle (sec): 100 Critical Vol./Cap.(X): 0.583
Loss Time (sec): 10 Average Delay (sec/veh): XXXXXX
Optimal Cycle: 39 Level OF Service: A
Street Name: SR 217 EB Ramps Hollister Ave

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R
——————————————————————————— R | B | B
Control: Split Phase Split Phase Protected Protected
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0] 0] 0] 0 0 0 0] 0
Y+R: 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 40 4.0
Lanes: 0O 1 0 0 1 0O 0 0 0 O 2 01 1 0 1 0 2 0 1

Volume Module:

Base Vol: 113 94 235 0 0 0 428 960 65 26 461 63
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bse: 113 94 235 0 0 0 428 960 65 26 461 63
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 113 94 235 0 0 0 428 960 65 26 461 63
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 113 94 235 0 0 0 428 960 65 26 461 63
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 113 94 235 0 0 0 428 960 65 26 461 63
——————————————————————————— e | | Bl
Saturation Flow Module:

Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
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LETTER 14

— LY
Water Boards \\\-/

Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board

September 13, 2016

Andrew Bermond VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL
City of Santa Barbara

Planning Division

P.O. Box 1990

Santa Barbara, CA 93102-1990

Email: ABermond@SantaBarbaraCA.gov

COMMENTS ON RECIRCULATED DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE
CITY OF SANTA BARBARA'’S AIRPORT MASTER PLAN (JULY 2016), SANTA BARBARA
COUNTY, STATE CLEARINGHOUSE TRACKING NO. 2014061096

Dear Mr. Bermond;

The Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) is a responsible agency
charged with the protection of the waters of the State of California (waters of the State) in the
Central Coast Region. Waters of the State include surface waters (including saline waters),
groundwater, and wetlands. The Water Board is responsible for administering regulations
established by the Federal Clean Water Act and the California Water Code (Porter-Cologne
Water Quality Control Act). The Water Board also administers regulations, plans, and policies
established by the Central Coast Region Water Quality Control Plan and the State Water
Resources Control Board to protect watersheds, their resources, and their beneficial uses.
These regulations cover discharges to surface water and groundwater, discharges to land that
may affect water quality, and impacts to riparian habitat that could affect beneficial uses. RWQ-1
Water Board staff understands that the Airport Master Plan (AMP) for the Santa Barbara Airport
(Airport) proposes the following elements:

¢ Relocation of general aviation facilities and new general aviation improvements.
¢ Airfield safety improvements.

o Consolidation of automobile parking associated with the terminal.

e Terminal expansion.

Water Board staff offers the following comments on the recirculated draft Environmental Impact
Report (RDEIR) for the AMP.

Alternatives Analysis —

1. The RDEIR states at Page ES-4: “Initially, the project planners developed two airfield safety
improvement alternatives, three terminal area improvement alternatives, and four north
landside redevelopment alternatives.” Impact BIO-1 (Loss of jurisdictional wetlands and RWQ-2
indirect impact to Goleta Slough) at Page 4-35 then states that the construction of the
proposed Taxiway H extension could result in the loss of jurisdictional wetlands and an

EXE
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incursion into GSER boundaries. In addition, Result BIO-1 at Page 4-36 states that this
impact is considered a Class I, Less Than Significant with Mitigation.

Conversely, Table 5A at Page 5-19 of the draft final AMP states that Airfield Alternative 2
would mitigate taxiway hot spots (described as a basic objective of the project) without
having any environmental impacts. However, Airfield Alternative 2 was eliminated from
consideration in the RDEIR.

We have the following comments on these sections of the RDEIR:

Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines states that “An EIR shall describe a range of
reasonable alternatives to the project, or to location of the project, which would feasibly
attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen
any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the RWQ-2
alternatives.” The basic project purpose of eliminating taxiway hotspots that are a safety (cont'd)
concern can be achieved while avoiding impacts to waters of the State by constructing
the Taxiway H extension without extending into waters of the State. As such, the RDEIR
should consider alternatives that would have no environmental impact and still satisfy
the basic objectives of the project, such as Airfield Alternative 2.

The Water Board seeks avoidance and minimization of impacts to waters of the State
whenever practicable, since such impacts have the potential to result in an irreversible
loss of valuable aquatic functions, due to the difficulty of achieving fully successful
mitigation of lost waters or functions. When issuing any applicable Clean Water Act
Section 401 Water Quality Certifications for projects associated with the AMP, Water
Board staff will expect the City to: 1) show that avoidance of impacts to waters of the
State, including wetlands, is not practicable; and 2) demonstrate that all practicable
efforts to minimize unavoidable impacts to waters of the State, including wetlands, have
been incorporated into the project design.

2. The RDEIR states at Page ES-1: “Before any ground-disturbing actions take place, they
must be authorized in subsequent site-specific environmental analyses.” The RDEIR also
states at Page 2-7: "All actions would be subject to future review by the City under CEQA,;
this programmatic EIR will be used to help determine the appropriate subsequent CEQA
review.”

RWQ-3
We have the following comments on these sections of the RDEIR:

The type of environmental analysis to be conducted for any projects under the AMP, and
in particular the proposed Taxiway H extension into the GSER (IMPACT BIO-1), should
be specified in the RDEIR. The appropriate level of CEQA analysis for the Taxiway H
extension project is likely a Supplemental Environmental Impact Report.

Water Board staff anticipates that the proposed Taxiway H extension will be regulated by
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) and the Water Board through a Clean Water
Act Section 404 permit and Section 401 Water Quality Certification (Certification), RWQ-4
respectively. Water Board staff will be required to ascertain whether CEQA compliance
for the proposed Taxiway H extension is acceptable prior to issuing a Certification.
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Impacts

3. Impact HYD-1 at Page 4-54 states that the proposed Taxiway H extension could result in
the grading and placement of fill within 250 feet of Carneros Creek. Result HYD-1 at Page
4-54 states that the potential drainage and water quality impacts are considered a Class IIl,
Less than Significant Impact.

We have the following comments on these sections of the RDEIR: RWQ-5

It does not appear that compensatory mitigation for the grading and placement of fill
(permanent impacts) in waters of the State is proposed. If that is the case, this impact
does not meet the definition of a Class Ill, Less than Significant Impact.

4. |mpact HYD-2 at Pages 4-54 and 4-55 states that the western 600 feet of the proposed
Taxiway H extension would be located within a floodway and that there is the potential to
expand one of the existing fuel farms (which are already located in a floodway). It is further
stated that the Airport will experience flooding attributable to climate change and sea level
rise over the useful life of projects recommended in the AMP. In addition, Result HYD-2 at
Page 4-55 states that the extent to which Airport facilities within a floodway would impede or
redirect flood flows cannot be fully determined until the design of the future structures is
known and has been evaluated, but that all development projects would be required to
comply with Chapter 22.24, Flood Plain Management of the City Municipal Code.

We have the following comments on these sections of the RDEIR:

Since Airport facilities, including expansion of the fuel farm area, are proposed to be RWQ-6
constructed in floodways, the potential exists for floodwaters to mobilize pollutants on
the site and convey them into four creeks (Tecolotito, Carneros, Las Vegas, and San
Pedro), a designated tidal channel (Mesa Road Tidal Channel), the Goleta Slough, and
the Pacific Ocean. This potential exists even if the Airport implements all technologically
available measures to prevent non-stormwater discharges and pollutant discharges in
stormwater runoff.

The RDEIR should identify the frequency with which such a flood event can be expected
to occur. In addition, the RDEIR should provide a scientific estimate of the type and
quantity of pollutants that would be conveyed into waters, as well as an assessment of
such pollutant releases on water quality and beneficial uses.

The RDEIR should also identify mitigation to reduce this potential impact to less than
significant levels.

Mitigation

5. Impact BIO-1 at Page 4-40 states, “Mitigation for wetland habitat and/or riparian buffers shall
be a minimum of 2:1 (restoration to impact) ratio.”

We have the following comments on this section of the RDEIR: RWQ-7
The City should be more specific in the RDEIR with respect to their plans for mitigation

of wetland and/or riparian habitat impacts. Restoration is not typically satisfactory as
compensatory mitigation for permanent wetland impacts. Water Board staff will expect
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that the City will propose establishment or re-establishment of wetland habitat for
permanent physical loss impacts. Due to the difficulty of successfully establishing or re-
establishing wetland mitigation, permanent wetland impacts typically require greater than

a 2:1 mitigation ratio. —

6. Impact BIO-1 at Page 4-35 identifies four potential mitigation areas within or adjacent to the
Goleta Slough. Areas 1 and 2 are located within the existing Goleta Slough Ecological
Reserve (GSER).

We have the following comments on this section of the RDEIR:

Water Board staff has attended Goleta Slough Management Committee meetings over
the past year on the subject of this RDEIR and the AMP. Discussions at these meetings
revealed that there are discrepancies in the existing GSER boundaries reflected in the
RDEIR. Updated and accurate maps of the GSER boundaries should be included in the
Final EIR. Since the City proposes to utilize GSER acreage as part of their proposed
compensatory mitigation, there may also be a need to revise their mitigation proposals to
ensure that they align with accurate GSER boundaries.

7. Impact BIO-1 at Page 4-35 discusses the regulatory agencies to be involved in the approval
process for a Programmatic Wetland Restoration Plan (PWRP) and states that Water Board
approval is not required.

We have the following comments on this section of the RDEIR:

In order for the City to obtain a Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification
for any AMP-related project that impact waters of the State, the City will need to propose
compensatory mitigation for all unavoidable impacts and submit a final Compensatory
Mitigation Plan for Central Coast Water Board staff review and approval. As such,
Water Board staff approval of the PWRP should be added to the RDEIR.

Summary

The AMP proposes projects with the potential to have significant impacts to potentially
irreplaceable wetland, creek, slough, and ocean habitat, with associated direct, indirect, and
cumulative impacts to water quality and beneficial uses. We encourage the City to contact
Water Board staff as soon as possible to discuss the AMP and how the projects proposed under
it can be designed to be protective of waters of the State water quality standards and beneficial
uses and meet Water Board permit requirements.
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If you have questions please contact Paula Richter at (805) 549-3865 or via email at
Paula.Richter@waterboards.ca.gov, or Phil Hammer at (805) 549-3882.

Sincerely,

. Digitally signed by Phillip Hammer
Date: 2016.09.13 13:01:46 -07'00'
for

John M. Robertson
Executive Officer

cet
Antal Szijj 401 Program Manager
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers State Water Resources Control Board
Email: antal.j.szijj@usace.army.mil Email: Stateboard401@waterboards.ca.gov
Elizabeth Goldmann Paula Richter
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Central Coast Water Board
Region 9 Email: Paula.Richter@waterboards.ca.gov
Email: Goldmann.elizabeth@epa.gov

Shea Oades
Ed Pert Central Coast Water Board
California Department of Fish and Wildlife Email: Shea.Oades@waterboards.ca.gov

Email: Ed.Pert@wildlife.ca.gov

R:\RB3\Shared\CEQA\Comment Letters\Santa Barbara Country\ Santa Barbara Barbara Airport Master Plan
RDEIR\Santa Barbara Airport Master Plan RDEIR_RWQCB Comments_final
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Response to Recirculated Draft Program EIR - Letter 14
California Water Boards,

Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQ)
Dated September 13, 2016

RWQ-1: This comment states that the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB) is a responsible agency for the State of California charged with protecting waters of
the State in the Central Coast Region. Waters of the State include surface waters (including
saline waters), groundwater, and wetlands. Regulations administered by the RWQCB cover
discharges to surface water and groundwater, discharges to land that may affect water quality,
and impacts to riparian habitat that could affect beneficial uses.

Response: Comment noted.

RWQ-2: This comment states that the Program EIR should consider Airfield Alternative 2 as an
alternative to the project as proposed.

Response: Airfield Alternative 2 of the proposed Airport Master Plan (see Exhibit 5D of the draft
Final AMP) has been incorporated into the Environmentally Superior alternative addressed in the
Program EIR (see Exhibit 3E, Final Program EIR).

RWQ-3: This comment states that the type of environmental analysis to be conducted for any
projects under the Airport Master Plan, and, in particular, the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project,
should be specified in the Program EIR.

Response: See Topical Response #3. All projects recommended in the proposed Airport Master
Plan that meet the definition of a project under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
and need future discretionary approvals will be required to complete some level of
environmental review. It is not appropriate for the type of environmental document to be
determined at this time when neither the timing nor the design of such projects is available. This
Program EIR does not provide a project-specific level of analysis and review for future projects.
The CEQA Guidelines provide adequate safeguards to ensure that future projects will be
evaluated in an appropriate manner.

RWQ-4: This comment states that RWQCB anticipates that the Taxiway H Airfield Safety
Project will be regulated by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and the Water Board
through a Clean Water Act Section 404 permit and Section 401 Water Quality Certification,
respectively.
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Response: Comment noted. Based on the preliminary surveys of the Taxiway H Airfield Safety
Project’s potential disturbance area, the area may encompass seasonal wetlands that may meet
at least a one-parameter test required for wetlands by the California Coastal Commission (see
Exhibit 4C, Final Program EIR). It is not as likely that the area will meet the three-parameter test
required by the USACE and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). In any case,
additional surveys will be necessary to evaluate the project-specific wetland impacts and an
appropriate Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (HMMP) for the Taxiway H Airfield Safety
Project. Regulatory jurisdictions and future permitting requirements will also be determined
when, or if, the project goes forward.

RWQ-5: This comment states that the Program EIR does not propose compensatory mitigation
for the grading and placement of fill in waters of the State related to the Taxiway H Airfield
Safety Project.

Response: See Response to Comment RWQ-4. At this time, it is not anticipated that waters of
the State will be affected by the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project. If, during project-specific
review, jurisdictional impacts are identified, then conditions and/or mitigation required by USACE
and/or RWQCB would be required in concert with the project’s CEQA review, Section 404 permit,
and Section 401 certification.

RWQ-6: This comment states that the Program EIR should include scientific estimates of the
type and quantity of pollutants that would be conveyed into local water bodies if flood events
occur, identify the frequency with which such a flood event can be expected to occur, and
include mitigation to reduce this potential impact to less than significant levels.

Response: The Airport currently monitors for pH, oil and grease, and total suspended solids (City
of Santa Barbara 2015:Table 5.5) as part of its approved stormwater pollution prevention plan
(SWPPP), which was designed to comply with California’s General Permit for Stormwater
Discharges Associated with Industrial Activities (General Permit) Order No. 2014-0057-DWQ
(NPDES No. CAS000001) (City of Santa Barbara 2015:3). The Airport currently contains
approximately 133 acres of aviation activities, including aircraft parking (ramps) and active
aircraft movements (runways and taxiways). While implementation of the proposed Master Plan
will occur primarily within areas of the Airport that are already used for aviation activities, the
proposed Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project would increase the net acreage of impervious surfaces
associated with aviation activity by an estimated five acres. Associated stormwater runoff and
potential pollutants, similar to what currently occurs on the Airport runways and taxiways, would
be subject to existing best management practices and monitoring activities per the SWPPP prior
to being discharged via an existing storm drain and swale system into Carneros Creek (City of
Santa Barbara 2015:13). At the programmatic level, the Airport’s existing stormwater
management processes are considered adequate to address the incremental increase in
pollutants that could occur as a result of Master Plan implementation.
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With regards to flood events, the current SWPPP includes the following: “Stormwater sampling
and visual observations will be conducted during Qualified Storm Events (QSEs). A QSE is defined
as any precipitation event that produces a discharge for at least one drainage area and is
preceded by 48 hours of no discharge from any drainage area.” The intent of the monitoring is
to identify and correct any deficiencies, and implement any appropriate response actions as
quickly as possible (City of Santa Barbara 2015:58).

RWQ-7: This comment states that the Program EIR should be more specific regarding
mitigation for wetland and/or riparian habitat impacts and that restoration is not typically
satisfactory as compensatory mitigation for permanent wetland impacts. A greater than 2:1
mitigation ratio is likely to be required.

Response: See Topical Response #2. BIO/mm-1 (i.e., the Programmatic Mitigation Plan [PMP])
has been refined to include higher mitigation ratios; additional habitat restoration areas;
compensatory mitigation for upland habitat, if appropriate; and measures to enhance and
restore biodiversity in the Slough. It is important to note that the Program EIR is not intended to
take the place of future project-specific environmental evaluation at the time a recommended
project is ripe for review. Rather, BIO/mm-1 provides the framework for future HMMPs related
to the impacts of a specific project. The proposed mitigation areas are located within the
contiguous part of the Slough or adjacent to Carneros Creek and contain areas that could benefit
from restoration and enhancement. The areas have been vetted with CDFW and the Goleta
Slough Management Committee.

RWQ-8: This comment states that the City needs to correct discrepancies in the Goleta Slough
Ecological Reserve (GSER) boundary.

Response: Comment noted. The City plans to work with CDFW to resolve this issue and has had
preliminary conversations with the Department on the subject. Future project-specific HMMPs
that involve the Goleta Slough must be approved by CDFW and reflect an accurate GSER
boundary.

RWQ-9: This comment states that on page 4-35 (Impact BIO-1) of the Recirculated Draft
Program EIR, it discusses the regulatory agencies to be involved in the approval process for a
Programmatic Wetland Restoration Plan (PWRP) and states that Water Board approval is not
required.

Response: Page 4-35 of the Recirculated Draft Program EIR actually states, “Depending on the
amount of rainfall, however, this infield area may function as an intermittent wetland area. If
this remains the case, the USACE and RWQCB would likely take jurisdiction and require permits
under the CWA.” This language has been changed to “may” rather than “would likely” since a
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three-parameter test may not be successful even if additional rainfall occurs (Final Program EIR,
Section 4.2.4, Impact BIO-1). Refer also to Response to Comment RWQ-4.

RWQ-10: This comment reiterates RWQ-4 and states that in order for the City to obtain a Clean
Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification for any projects impacting waters of the
State, compensatory mitigation for all unavoidable impacts will be needed and a final
Compensatory Mitigation Plan will need to be submitted to the Central Coast Water Board staff
for approval. As such, this comment maintains that the PMP should be required to be
submitted to the Central Coast Water Board staff for approval.

Response: There is a distinction between the currently proposed Master Plan and future
individual projects. No Section 401 Water Quality certifications are necessary for adoption of the
proposed Airport Master Plan and, therefore, its PMP does not need Central Coast Water Board
approval. As discussed in Responses to Comments RWQ-4 and RWQ-5, regulatory jurisdictions
and future permitting requirements will be determined on a case-by-case basis when, or if, future
projects go forward. At that time, project-specific HMMPs can be submitted to the Central Coast
Water Board for approval as Compensatory Mitigation Plans for a Section 401 Certification, as
needed.

RWQ-11: This comment restates the commenter’s position that projects recommended in the
proposed Airport Master Plan have the potential to have significant impacts to wetland, creek,
slough, and ocean habitat, and encourages the City to contact Water Board staff as soon as
possible to discuss how projects proposed under the Airport Master Plan can be designed to
meet Water Board permit requirements.

Response: The Central Coast RWQCB staff have participated in teleconferences and have been
invited to meetings to discuss the proposed Airport Master Plan and its Program EIR. When
future projects are ripe for design and environmental review, the agency will continue to be
included through the State CEQA environmental process, as appropriate, and through the Section
401 certification process.
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LETTER 15

Mark Holmgren
Biologist
805 680-4045

City of Santa Barbara Planning Division

c/o Andrew Bermond, Project Planner

630 Garden Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101 September 13, 2016

RE: Comments on Airport Master Plan Draft Recirculated Environmental
Impact Report (DREIR)

I offer comments specific to the issues of analysis of bird activity with regard to
the proposed Taxiway H extension, impacts to birds from ongoing hazing under
the Wildlife Hazard Management Program (WHMP), and I offer options to MH-1
mitigate the impacts to hazard management and Taxiway H should this
proposed action move forward.

Other letters reviewing the DREIR detail the challenges of permitting
conversion of land in the Goleta Slough State Ecological Reserve. I assert that
the biological survey effort that led to a Class Il impact in the
grassland/possible wetland area was not adequate to document the importance MH-2
of the area to Horned Lark (locally rare species), Belding’s Savannah Sparrow
(State Endangered), and to White-tailed Kite (State Fully Protected, SB County
Environmentally Sensitive Species in the certified coastal Land Use Plan).
Other protected raptors are also known to use this area.

At the heart of so many difficulties in understanding the diminishment of
resources on Goleta Slough is the inattention to the slough ecology. As the
longest-standing member of the Goleta Slough Management Committee, I have
described the problems emanating from the lack of animal and plant surveys
and ecological monitoring too many times to recall.

The DREIR is the latest document from the airport to ignore the presence of the MH-3
last known South Coast Santa Barbara Co. breeding population of Horned
Lark. That this is a locally rare species and that locally rare species deserve
attention under CEQA is a fact consistently minimized in the presentation of
species impacts in this area. A museum specimen at UCSB’s Center for
Biodiversity and Ecological Restoration (UCSB 29364) is physical evidence that
this species is present, it breeds in this area, and that a small airplane crushed
this dependent juvenile in summer 1995.
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(cont'd)

This speé{méﬁ was permanently prepared as it was found near the intersection of
runways on 30 June 1995. The specimen tag reads: “dead fledgling w/adult still
seemingly attendant to it.”

Other more recent evidence of Horned Lark presence is available; some is
presented in the DREIR. —

Belding’s Savannah Sparrow. The DREIR acknowledges that this species
uses upland habitats near salt marsh habitats, but there is sufficient
indication that this area is likely to convert to salt marsh as sea level rises. It
is an incipient wetland habitat that we would be wise to preserve, and probably
would be preserved if we had a comprehensive plan to deal with sea level rise MH-4
at the SB Municipal Airport. In fact, the Taxiway H area probably functions
currently as refuge to birds and mammals during floods, storms, and severe
high tides. Again, because we have so few and only project-driven biological
assessments we aren’t aware of how the estuary operates, how the ecological
web is constructed, and we have nothing resembling a complete picture of the
services Goleta Slough provides for animals that rely upon it. _

White-tailed Kite. I have monitored the Goleta Valley population of kites for
30 years. This population is in severe decline. In 1998, the kite monitoring
effort documented more than 20 breeding events from foothills to coast, from
Winchester Cyn to San Marcos Foothills. Yet, in 2015, we experienced one pair
of breeding kites. While the recent decline is drought-related, the long-term
decline is most likely primarily a result of the conversion of open spaces and
the loss of viable habitat connecting those that remain. The direct effect is on
the small mammals on which kites and other raptors rely. Addressing the
impacts of airport activities on prey population can mitigate development
proposals such as Taxiway H.

MH-5

Page 2

City of Santa Barbara B-140 Final Program EIR



Airport Master Plan DREIR - Holmgren

White-tailed Kites are present in the proposed Taxiway H area. Observers on
the north side of the airport report frequent foraging along the north side of
Runway 7-25. Over the years I have often observed Kites in grasslands along
the north side of Runway 7-25. It’s vital to know how the hazing effort under
the Airport’s WHMP affects not only kites, but also Norther Harriers, American
Kestrels, Peregrine Falcons, and Burrowing Owls. Furthermore, the effects of
hazing have not been mitigated. I present below a new option to offset habitat
loss, corridor diminishment and loss, and other impacts to raptors.

(_,oogle earth

This figure shows the approximate Foraging Areas used by White-tailed Kites
in the years when pairs of Kites nest within a colored polygon. Occupancy of the
foraging areas and the shape of the area varies within and between years
depending upon the abundance of accessible prey and the presence of nearby
nesting raptors. There is a regular foraging presence by White-tailed Kites in the
vicinity of proposed Taxiway H.

I disagree with Impact BIO-2, which concludes that the area of proposed
Taxiway H is not considered suitable foraging habitat for the White-tailed Kite
and direct impacts will not occur. On the contrary, the habitat is ideal for
foraging for Kites and other raptors. The fact that reductions in prey
populations are routinely undertaken constitutes an impact that may be
conducted, but should be reviewed for its consistency with required guidelines
and its effectiveness. This program is not exempt from mitigation for the
impacts to natural resources. The airport cannot undertake programmatic

Page 3

MH-6

MH-7

| MH-8
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reductions in prey and then claim that for that reason the habitat is not viable.
Furthermore, we see no evidence that prey reduction activities have been
assessed for their success in reducing small mammal populations.

A vital behavior of kites is the habit of nocturnal roosting. A healthy
population of White-tailed Kites is typified by daily movements at all times of
year from daytime foraging areas via riparian pathways and other open space
connections to Goleta Slough. Once an animal is in Goleta Slough it typically
moves in the late afternoon to a communal roost, most of which are either on
or immediately peripheral to Goleta Slough (e.g., More Mesa, Atascadero Creek
lemon orchards, or wetland on the north side of Hollister Ave.) The individual
kite moves from its roost to its foraging area in the early morning. Goleta
Slough therefore operates as the hub of most of the local Kite population. In
recent years, the communal roosting habitat has dissolved. Kite pairs now
roost individually. Foraging areas from the 1990s and 2000s are no longer
viable. The actions on Goleta Slough, and specifically the Wildlife Hazard
Management Program, may have contributed to this decline by depleting small
mammal populations and retarding their recovery in grasslands near the
runways. We risk extirpation of White-tailed Kite in Goleta.

White-tailed Kite holds special status in Santa Barbara County beyond the
protection afforded by federal legislation afforded to all native migratory birds.
The area covered by the county’s LCP borders the City’s LCP boundary GS
Ecosystem Management Area on the east and south-east. The GS Ecosystem
Management Area encompasses Atascadero Creek and More Mesa, which are
within the protective envelope provided by the County LCP to Kites. Atascadero
Creek is a major conduit along the More Ranch Fault that Kites have used for
decades to visit nest and roost sites at More Mesa. More Mesa was for many
years the most important roost site and still serves an important year-round
foraging and seasonal nesting role for the local population. In late 1978, up to
110 White-tailed Kites roosted on More Mesa. Because of the interconnections
among habitats, and regular passage from city to county habitats, it is
necessary to evaluate the effects of actions on the airport, including habitat
loss, to areas within the County LCP area.

In recent years, other roost sites are on Goleta Slough. This includes
grasslands, riparian habitats, and oak woodland intimately connected to the
Airport LCP area. For roosting, foraging, and nesting, Kites move freely in and
out of the Goleta Slough on a daily basis. To not afford protection to Kites, were
the City LCP to be updated, might be found to be non-conforming under the CC
Act. It appears that the only reason White-tailed Kites are not afforded the
same protections offered by the County is the failure to update the City Airport
LCP.

Page 4

MH-8
(cont'd)

MH-9

MH-10

MH-11
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In the County’s LCP White-tailed Kite habitat is Environmentally Sensitive
Habitat. It would make no sense to treat Kite habitat, wherever it occurs on
Goleta Slough, as less than ESHA because a lesser level of protection is grossly
inconsistent with that of the adjacent jurisdiction. Accordingly, the DREIR
should treat not only the nesting likelihood of White-tailed Kite, but also its
foraging habitat as it would be treated in a County review.

While the DREIR inconsistently acknowledges the nesting habitat requirements
by Kites, it fails to acknowledge the foraging requirements, which are equally
important for nesting success. When evaluating impacts to, and proposing
mitigations for kites, animals they rely upon must be considered for protection
and avoidance, and must be the focus of mitigation. With the cumulative loss
of habitats for small mammals in the airport vicinity and the continued
truncation of the corridors they used to pass among habitat areas, the loss of
habitat in proposed Taxiway H contributes to further loss of habitats for the
small-mammal prey that kites and other raptors rely upon. This is an impact
for which no mitigation is proposed and it must be considered a Class I Impact.

The inconsistency with the protections offered by the County would likely be
resolved, and Kites would receive a higher level of attention in project review, if
the LCP for the Airport was updated.

Finally, the DREIR suggests that suitable buffers are credited with affording
the proposed Taxiway H a Class II (Mitigable) Impact should White-tailed Kite
nesting occur in Willow habitat along Carneros Creek. However, without
knowing the project specifications and without designating a buffer distance,
this conclusion is impossible to support.

Mitigation for Raptor Impacts: New Tools in Restoration Ecology
Because impacts are considered mitigable to White-tailed Kite in this DREIR,
it’s not surprising that mitigation actions are not mentioned. However, should
the full impacts be acknowledged, actions are available for the loss of habitat
and reduced populations of small mammals that support Kites and other
raptors.

The actions below emphasize one simple point. If we wish to revive habitats
that have lost their ability to support raptors, we can focus on the reviving the
missing resource—the small mammal community on which raptors rely. In
areas such as Goleta Slough where other necessary resources (roost sites,
water, nest sites) are marginally intact for White-tailed Kites, the missing
resource is the California Vole population.

It’s been the false assumption that ecological restoration directed at habitat
creation or enhancement can mitigate the damage to raptor habitats and loss
of prey populations. It is assumed that if you build it, they will return.
However, there exists no evidence this kind of mitigation can recover habitat for
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Voles and other Kite prey species. And it’s an assumption that is especially
difficult to achieve in an expanding human community. Mitigation should
imply more immediate repair of an impact.

I offer a two-pronged mitigation framework involving refocused restoration of
plant communities and California Vole restoration through captive propagation.
This two-pronged approach would involve:
a) Habitat enhancement designed to increase rates of population growth
and seasonally favoring Vole productivity over accessibility to predators,
b) Population enhancement through captive propagation.

Habitat Restoration Designed for California Vole

Inventory
First, it’s important to establish to what extent Voles exist in the area. The goal
is to preserve and secure areas where Voles are already established and where
they are able to reproduce. An inventory will clarify the small mammal species
that exist and their movement patterns among the areas they use (i.e., their
movement corridors). Where on the slough are they able to breed and where are
they feeding? What proportion of the habitat serves as a refuge vs. that which
is accessible to predators?

Second, determine the other predators that might compete for Voles in the
area.

Choose a Reference Site
Third, we choose a reference site near Goleta where inventories show an active
vole population. Use the reference to assist in the design of the habitat
restoration (as a model) and to measure success on the slough. A different
nearby site may serve as the donor site for the captive propagation component.

Choosing a Restoration Site
The choice of sites to restore on Goleta Slough will be close to the Kite foraging
area, have compromised Vole productivity, but otherwise have most of the
elements needed for successful Vole use. From the tool chest of restoration
approaches habitat enhancement of existing, but compromised, habitat would
be the proper tool. Restoration involving moderate or extensive soil disturbance
will not work.

Habitat Restoration Success Criteria.
Restoration to benefit animal communities requires important shifts in the way
we measure the results. Restoration targeting plant communities involves a
degree of intrusion for maintenance, watering, and weeding that obviates
colonization and reproduction for small mammals, especially if the need is for a
short-term response. The goal must be to minimize intrusion and restrict
maintenance to the season when Kites are not breeding. Thus, we need new
success criteria from regulatory agencies based not on plant success, which
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encourages overplanting and excessive maintenance, but rather based on
feedback from the animal occupants and from the predatory animals.

Long-term Support for Kites
Finally, we need a landscape level understanding of habitat connectivity among
small mammal populations. From that comes restoration where needed and
set-backs to ensure movement among populations. This movement is critical to
facilitate prey population recovery following inevitable droughts, floods,
diseases, and periods of overhunting by predators.

The objective is to enhance prey productivity to move from a muted population
growth cycle to a healthy cycle.

Captive Propagation of Prey Populations
To trigger a healthy population growth cycle, captive propagation is an
available tool. Captive propagation is being applied more often to solve
problems with endangered species, threatened or unique gene pools, to achieve
genetic augmentation, and loss of habitat. Often it is used for education
purposes when taking animals from the wild is not legal or ethical. Zoos are
frequent practitioners of captive propagation. And of course, small mammals
have been bred in captivity as food for snakes and other captive predators for
years. The techniques are available and, with some challenges, most notably
with larger animals, they are becoming more successful.

Two models are available that demonstrate that captive propagation has been
successful. Captive propagation may only be necessary where habitats have
lost their entire population of Voles. This might be the case on Goleta Slough.
But a more modest form of population assistance featuring Vole protection (to
increase areas where breeding can occur but predation cannot) or habitat
augmentation for Voles (providing specific elements of the ecosystem necessary
to achieve rapid reproduction) rather than captive propagation may be
appropriate. While the models below illustrate the feasibility of captive
propagation with predators such as the ferrets and fox, we should be even
more confident that it can be established for small mammals.

Model 1: Black-footed Ferret!

From a single remaining population of 18 individuals found in Wyoming in
1981, many hundred healthy individuals have been placed in 5 or so prairies
in Mexico and the western US. For details see the Science article.

I Black-footed Ferret Recovery, SCIENCE Vol. 288, 12 MAY 2000. www.sciencemag.org.
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Model 2: Island Fox

Populaticn Numbrers for zadangesed Island +ox Suhapeces 1884 - 2012

® SonMigatl lsland Fox O Santr keca
O Sewvdd Cruz O Sdwlke cstaitni

MH-14
(cont'd)

Friends of the lsiand Fox, #1713 wewislnetar o

A program involving captive propagation and treatment for canine distemper
resulted in population changes in the four races of Island Fox? between 1994
and 2012. This effort involved both habitat restoration designed to meet the
needs of foxes and propagation of foxes while captive.

In summary, there are additional feasible mitigation measures to restore small
mammal populations on site or off site that can mitigate impacts to Kites and
other raptors from Taxiway H to less than significant levels. These additional
mitigations should be included in the final EIR.

Benefits of This Two-pronged Approach to Ecological Restoration
A program based on this approach solves several problems:

2 http:/ /www].islandfox.org/

Page 8

City of Santa Barbara B-146 Final Program EIR



Airport Master Plan DREIR - Holmgren

1. It reduces intrusions from maintenance to make restored areas
functional for predators and prey,

2. It provides a benefit to Kites within a few months of the effort because
voles have short generation times with an output of 5 to 10 broods per

year,
3. Other predators will benefit from the additional prey. MH-14
4. It provides long-term as well as short-term solutions by identifying and (cont'd)

securing corridors among sites productive for small mammals.

On Goleta Slough and elsewhere the City of Santa Barbara by inventorying
Voles could come to a more realistic assessment of the degree of threat to
White-tailed Kite and their prey and determine more accurately the risk to
Kites and other raptors early in a project.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DREIR.

Mark Holmgren
Maholmgren33@gmail.com
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Response to Recirculated Draft Program EIR - Letter 15
Mark Holgren (MH)
Dated September 13, 2016

MH-1: This comment states that the intent of the letter is to offer comments with respect to
bird activity, the proposed Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project, and the Airport’s activities under
the Wildlife Hazard Management Program (WHMP).

Response: Comment noted. With respect to the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project, it will have its
own project-specific environmental analysis when it’s ripe for environmental review. The
Program EIR provides a general overview of the potential impacts that could occur from plan
implementation, but does not have adequate project-specific details to provide a project-specific
level of analysis on any future capital improvement projects. The Taxiway H Airfield Safety
Project, in particular, cannot be constructed in the near future due to the number of regulatory
steps involved and amount of funding that must be procured. Future environmental review of
this project will include additional site-specific survey efforts.

The Airport’s WHMP is not a part of the proposed Airport Master Plan. It is a document required
by Federal law and was approved by FAA on February 27, 2017. Discussion of existing and
proposed wildlife hazard management at the Airport in the Program EIR is within the context of
Applicable Plans and Policies (Section 4.2.2) related to biological resources. A wildlife hazard
management plan is an operational document required by FAA for a Part 139-certificated airport.

MH-2: This comment states that the biological survey effort was not extensive enough to
document the importance of the area to specific protected bird species. Comments related to
each species are then discussed in following portions of the letter.

Response: Comment noted. Please see the responses to the specific points of the comment
letter in the subsequent text, which address this comment in more detail. The Airport recently
completed a year-long Wildlife Hazard Assessment (WHA) with extensive bird counts (Dudek et
al. 2016). The WHA was appended to the Recirculated Draft Program EIR, Appendix B.

MH-3: This comment states that Recirculated Draft Program EIR ignores the presence of the
last known South Coast Santa Barbara County breeding population of horned lark, which is a
locally rare species.

Response: Several issues relate to potential impacts to horned lark nesting and horned lark

habitat: (1) the regulatory status of the locally breeding subspecies in the context of the species
across its range; (2) the apparently declining status of the locally nesting subspecies at the Santa
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Barbara Airport; and (3) current habitat conditions at the Airport. The horned lark (Eremophila
alpestris) is a widespread species that breeds throughout the Northern Hemisphere. Grinnell and
Miller (1944) noted nine subspecies in California, including the California horned lark (Eremophila
alpestris actia), the subspecies that breeds in mainland Santa Barbara County, and the only
subspecies with any special status in California. The California horned lark is a CDFW Watch List
species and locally rare nesting species. The California horned lark was formerly common in
coastal Santa Barbara County, but now occurs very locally and is declining (Lehman 2017). Along
the south coast, it may continue to nest opportunistically in small numbers at several locations,
including the Airport. However, the current mowing regime, which is based on standard mowing
practices at Part 139 airports and adheres to requirements of the WHMP, permits grasses to
reach lengths unsuitable for this species in much of the Airport.

As acknowledged in Appendix C of the Draft Program EIR, the Santa Barbara Airport Special-
Status Species Inventory (Dudek 2012), California horned larks “have historically nested in grassy
areas near the runways and taxiways of the Plan Area, where as many as 17-20 were recorded
during the nesting season in the 1990s (GSMC 1997).” This was considered the last known
breeding location on the south coast. Several recent records suggest the species still nests locally,
and perhaps opportunistically, at other locations. Records of two independent juveniles at the
Carpinteria Bluffs on June 17, 2004, and one fledgling with a presumed parent at Carpinteria Salt
Marsh, June 23, 2017, suggest this species persists in very small numbers in the Carpinteria area
(Holmgren and O’Loghlen 2017). Other recent south coast records confirming or suggesting
breeding include a juvenile near Coal Qil Point in Goleta, June 26, 2004, and two adults with two
fledglings at Eling’s Park in Santa Barbara, June 5, 2017 (Holmgren and O’Loghlen 2017).

At the Airport, the few reports suggest that California horned larks no longer breed regularly and
that unknown subspecies of horned larks may be present in small numbers at other seasons. The
only record since the 1990s suggesting local breeding involved two juveniles along the access
road adjacent to Basin B-D on June 29, 2007, in an area near where an adult had been singing
earlier in the month (Lehman 2017). Although many of the avian surveys at the Airport have
focused on wildlife hazards from birds at Goleta Slough, which does not provide nesting and
foraging habitat for horned larks, several have included observations from grasslands around the
airfield. From April 2001 through January 2002, URS (2003) conducted surveys from four
locations around the airfield that provide potential habitat for California horned larks. During
this 10-month period, horned larks were observed in small numbers, and on four occasions:
September 10, November 21, and December 19, 2001, and January 23, 2002 (unpublished data).
From December 2014 to November 2015, as part of studies for the WHA, Dudek et al. (2016)
conducted avian point count surveys in all parts of the Airport, including nine locations adjacent
to the airfield and surrounding grasslands. During the studies, horned larks were observed on
four occasions: January 29, August 25, November 5, and November 19, 2015. Although territorial
horned larks in spring would be singing and readily detectable, no horned larks were observed
during the breeding season, which extends from approximately March through July, during either
survey effort. Therefore, surveys since the 1990s suggest that California horned larks likely breed
only sporadically at the Airport and other locations on the south coast. Horned larks occurring
at other seasons could be other subspecies; thus, they may or may not be California horned larks.
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Current habitat conditions in grassy areas, such as the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project area
(where the proposed project would result in impacts to 6.1 acres of grassland), likely provide only
limited suitable habitat. The species preference for bare ground and very short grasses (Beason
1995) limits the attraction of many areas around the airfield. Per requirements of the WHMP,
grasses are not mowed to a length of less than seven inches. Therefore, although some areas
may remain bare year-round, most vegetated areas will retain a vegetation height poorly suited
for this species.

In conclusion, the evidence suggests the California horned lark is currently absent or nearly
absent as a breeding species at the Airport. As habitat conditions support relatively little habitat
for this species, impacts to habitat for the California horned lark would be less than significant.
In the event that horned larks do nest at the Airport at the time of construction in grasslands,
and to avoid direct impacts to nesting birds, nesting bird surveys will be conducted prior to any
ground disturbance that occurs during the breeding season (grassland, bare ground). BIO/mm-3
in this Program EIR requires preconstruction nesting bird surveys within 300 feet of disturbance
areas for all species and thus would ensure avoidance of impacts to nesting horned larks, in the
event that any do nest in the project vicinity.

MH-4: This comment states that the Belding’s savannah sparrow habitat present within the
Slough may be converted to salt marsh as sea level rises. Therefore, the Taxiway H Airfield
Safety Project area probably functions as a refuge for birds and mammals during floods, storms,
and severe high tides.

Response: This comment is conjecture on the part of the commenter. In fact, the Taxiway H
Airfield Safety Project area is part of the Air Operations Area that is actively managed to prevent
wildlife hazards to aircraft. As a result, wildlife in this area are hazed by Airport Operations and
Patrol Divisions as part of their routine duties in compliance with the FAA Manual “Wildlife
Hazard Management at Airports” dated July 2005.

MH-5: This comment states that a recent documented decline in white-tailed kite population
is drought-related, but that the long-term decline is most likely a result of the conversion of
open space and the loss of viable habitat connecting those that remain, which effects the small
mammals that kites and other raptors eat. Therefore, addressing the impacts of airport
activities on prey population could mitigate development proposals such as Taxiway H.

Response: Comment noted. Refer to Topical Response #1. However, for safety purposes, the

Airport is required to manage small mammal and avian populations in compliance with the FAA
Manual “Wildlife Hazard Management at Airports” dated July 2005.
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MH-6: This comment states that white-tailed kites have been observed foraging on the north
side of Runway 7-25 and that it is vital to know how the hazing activities at the Airport affect
kites and other birds of prey. The comment disagrees with the Program EIR (Impact BIO-2),
which says that the area of proposed Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project is not considered
suitable foraging habitat and that direct impacts will not occur.

Response: Refer to Topical Response #1. This comment does not provide back-up
documentation regarding its assertion that white-tailed kite has been observed foraging on the
north side of Runway 7-25.

MH-7: This comment states that the Airport’s routine wildlife management activities are an
impact that is not exempt from mitigation requirements.

Response: The Airport’s Wildlife Hazard Management Plan (WHMP) is not a part of the proposed
Airport Master Plan. It is a document required by Federal law and was approved by FAA on
February 27, 2017. Discussion of existing and proposed wildlife hazard management at the
Airport in the Program EIR is within the context of Applicable Plans and Policies (Section 4.2.2)
related to biological resources. A wildlife hazard management plan is an operational document
required by FAA for a Part 139-certificated airport.

MH-8: This comment states that the Airport cannot claim that potential foraging habitat at the
Airport is not viable due to its wildlife management program. It also states that these activities
have not been assessed for their success in reducing small mammal populations.

Response: See Topical Response #1. A technical memorandum has been prepared to further
evaluate the potential for project-specific or cumulative impacts to foraging habitat for the white-
tailed kite (Elanus leucurus), specifically from the proposed Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project
(Final Program EIR, Appendix C). The analysis concludes that although brome grasses, like those
present at the proposed Taxiway H project site, are considered to provide suitable foraging for
kites, the lack of small mammals (based on recent trapping efforts), the absence of kites in the
area north of the runway (during a year-long survey effort), and the distance of the Taxiway H
project site from known nest locations (Final Program EIR, Appendix C, Figure 1) suggest that the
area only provides low-quality foraging habitat for nesting white-tailed kites.

MH-9: This comment provides information regarding nocturnal roosting behavior of white-
tailed kites and states that the Goleta Slough operates at the hub of most of the local kite
population. The comment also states that the kite is at risk of extirpation in Goleta.

Response: See Topical Response #1.
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MH-10: This comment states that the white-tailed kite holds special status in the Santa Barbara
County Local Coastal Plan (LCP), the boundaries of which border the City’s (i.e., Airport LCP) on
the east and southeast. Because of the interconnections among habitats, this comment states
that actions of the Airport, including habitat loss, must address areas within the County LCP
area.

Response: The County LCP states that, “The More Mesa grassland provides a feeding and nesting
habitat for the White-tailed Kite. ... The kites use the oak trees, found in the northwest portion
of More Mesa, for communal roosting at night and as nesting sites during the breeding season.
The surrounding grasslands, ravines, and flood plains of Atascadero Creek serve as hunting
grounds for the kites, which feed mainly on the meadow vole and harvest mouse. ...” (County of
Santa Barbara 2014:135). County LCP Policy 9-29 further states that “In addition to preserving
the ravine plant communities on More Mesa for nesting and roosting sites, the maximum feasible
area shall be retained in grassland to provide feeding area for the kites.”

The Airport LCP states with respect to resident and migratory birds in the Slough, “One of the
smaller subgroups, Vultures, Kites and Hawks, account for a constant but small number of
individuals. The most frequently encountered species was the California protected White-tailed
Kite.” (City of Santa Barbara 2003:3-14). The Airport LCP contains no specific policies related to
this subgroup of avian species.

MH-11: This comment states that the white-tailed kite roosts on and near Goleta Slough and
that it appears that the only reason kites aren’t afforded protection in the City’s Airport LCP is
that it hasn’t been updated.

Response: The County LCP was adopted in 1982, while the Airport LCP was written in 1982 and
recertified by the CCC with amendments in 2003. See Topical Response #1 and Appendix C of
this Final Program EIR.

MH-12: This comment continues the comments in MH-11 for protecting kites and kite habitat
consistent with the Coastal Act and County LCP policies, and calling out cumulative impacts due
to loss of kite foraging habitat as Class I, Significant (after mitigation).

Response: The applicable LCP for the Airport is the City’s Airport Coastal Plan: Component 9 and
there are no ESHAs that will be directly affected by the proposed Airport Master Plan. If the LCP
is updated as suggested by MH-11 as part of an LCP amendment required for the Taxiway H
Airfield Safety Project, additional detailed analysis of the loss of ESHA (including kite foraging
habitat) would be addressed at that time. See Topical Response #1.
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MH-13: This comment states that suitable buffers along Carneros Creek from the proposed
Taxiway H cannot be fully determined without knowing the project specifications.

Response: Comment noted. If the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project is pursued, project-specific
analysis based on its design will be necessary. Carneros Creek is approximately 250 feet from the
estimated project disturbance area, but this distance will need to be confirmed or adjusted based
on project design.

MH-14: The remainder of this comment letter contains a detailed proposed mitigation
program intended to revive the small mammal community on the Airport to entice raptors,
such as the white-tailed kite, to use the area. The specific mammal targeted by the comment
is the California vole population.

Response: This proposal is in potential conflict with the Federal Aviation Administration’s

Advisory Circular 150/5200-33B, Hazardous Wildlife Attractants On or Near Airports (FAA 2007),
and the Airport’s WHMP (City of Santa Barbara 2017).
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LETTER 16

— HEAL THE OCEAN

1430 Chapala Street, Santa Barbara, CA 93101;
PO Box 90106, Santa Barbara, CA 93190; Telephone (805) 965-7570; fax (805) 962-0651
www.healtheocean.or

September 16, 2016

City of Santa Barbara
Planning Division

Attn: Andrew Bermond, AICP
P.O. Box 1990

Santa Barbara, CA 93102

Re: Santa Barbara Airport Master Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report
(July 2016 Revision)

Dear Mr. Bermond,

Thank you so very much for admitting Heal the Ocean (HTO) comments on the updated
July 2016 draft of the Environmental Impact Report for the proposed Airport Master Plan.
We commend the Santa Barbara Planning Division on its acceptance of public comment
and outside input, which makes a planning document hopefully better.

Introduction

HTO has concerns about the updated draft referring to sea level rise (SLR) and its effects
what we believe is still a vague and far-off manner, and that sea level rise data is retained
simply for "informational purposes,” as stated in the document. Despite this, the revised
DEIR references the recommended taxiway project as being located partially within the
floodway along Cameros Creek, and the debate around this alone indicates that SLR is
recognized as having a physical impact. Similarly, other existing uses and/or structures
located within floodway areas (i.e. the maintenance yard and two historic hangars), would
be relocated out of the floodway also. These and other such planning decisions being made
because of SLR seem to contradict the modus operandi that SLR data is for "informational
purposes” only. To Heal the Ocean, these adaptation measures constitute a recognition that
water is on its way in.

OCEAN-13

We would like to again stress that a 100-year flood event may not wait 100 years to arrive,
it can happen at any time. We are concerned that in terms of the Airport itself the
mitigation consists of applying thicker pavement lifts “with regular intervals™ - which OCEAN-14
seems to be the only concrete sea-level rise solution within the updated DEIR. There are
still no estimations regarding elevation increases, land subsidence, or flood reduction
success, which would be important elements of a planning document.
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Correlation needed between Airport Master Plan & City of Goleta
Coastal Hazards Vulnerability Assessment and Fiscal Impact Report

On December 1, 2015, the City of Goleta approved and adopted the Draft 2015 City of
Goleta Coastal Hazards Vulnerability Assessment and Fiscal Impact Report (prepared by
the City of Goleta with Assistance from Revell Coastal, Santa Cruz, CA. December 2015).
The unanimous vote to adopt by the Mayor and the City Council should be interpreted as a
sign of the City’s commitment to take into account, in its formulation of a new Local
Coastal Program (LCP), the risks it expects to face as a result of climate change. In
supporting ths Goleta Coastal Hazards Vulnerability Assessment report, the City of Goleta
Planning and Environmental Review Director stated that “(c)limate change is upon us,
affecting almost every facet of California’s natural and built environment™'. In addition,
each clause of the Resolution adopting the report reflected a concern for such risks. For
example, the initial clause reads: “*(T)he risk of coastal hazards is significant for people
living on the south coast of Santa Barbara County, including the City of Goleta, due to the
potential loss of life, property damage, and potential loss of natural and cultural
resources”™ .

Background to the Goleta Coastal Hazards Report

In response to the perceived threats to coastal cities due to climate change, the California
Coastal Commission (CCC) directed local governments to update their LCPs with
provisions that plan accordingly for these widely predicted threats. Even more specifically,
the CCC now sees the challenges posed by the singular threat of SLR to be particularly
urgent. As a result, in August 2015 the CCC unanimously adopted the Sea Level Rise
Policy Guidance, which provides an overview of the science addressing SLR along the
California coast and suggests ways for local coastal communities to prepare for rising
coastal waters in their CCC planning and regulatory actions’. The Draft 2015 City of
Goleta Coastal Hazards Vulnerability Assessment and Fiscal Impact Report is the result of
this climate change-sensitive stance by the CCC.

What is a Coastal Hazards Vulnerability Assessment?

According to the report, a Coastal Hazards Vulnerability Assessment is a process
“whereby a community collaboratively seeks to understand the threat of climate-induced
coastal hazards, such as sea level rise (and) identifies the community’s values, determines
whether these values are vulnerable to damage or loss from coastal hazards, and develops a
course of action for protecting those values.” Behind the process lies a methodology that
relied on climate models, fiscal analysis, accessible field and archival data, and stakeholder
input gathered through meetings with community leaders, CCC staff, attendees at a coastal
hazards public workshop, and members of the City’s Planning Commission and other

' Memorandum to Mayor and Councilmembers, City of Goleta, Undated.
<http://www.cityofgoleta.org/home/showdocument?id=11174>,

? Resolution No.15-55 and Drafi 2015 City of Goleta Coastal Hazards Vulnerability Assessment and Fiscal
Impact Report. City of Goleta, December 1, 2015.
<http://www.cityofgoleta.org/home/showdocument?id=11317>

? California Coastal Commission. Sea Level Rise Adopted Policy Guidance, August 12, 2015,
<http://www.coastal.ca.gov/climate/slrguidance.html>.

OCEAN-15
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Departments, and its City Council. The Fiscal Impact of the report’s title reflects the
estimates of the financial costs to the City due to the expected impacts of climate change®.

In its analysis of these impacts, the report profiles 11 vulnerable City sectors, and for each
of the sectors recommends a set of remedies and adaptations. The sectors highlighted in the
report include’:

e Land Use and Structures (Old Town Area)
e Land Use and Structures (Coastal Resources Area)
e (Coastal Armoring

e Qil and Gas

e Hazardous Materials

e Natural Resources

e Public Access

e Transportation

e Wastewater

e  Water Supply

e Ultilities

The City is roughly midway toward its goal of a new LCP. Overall, the process toward an
LCP requires six steps to satisfy the CCC’s policy guidance, and, with the issuance and
adoption of the Draft 2015 City of Goleta Coastal Hazards Vulnerability Assessment and
Fiscal Impact Report, the City has met steps one through four®.

Looking ahead, the report describes step five as calling for the drafting of a new LCP for
final plan certification by the CCC, once there has been additional public outreach and any
resulting revisions to the plan. Finally, step six covers implementation, monitoring and
revision as warranted, which can necessitate an updated report that can take advantage of
refinements to adaptation models and implementation strategies’.

HTO feels quite strongly that the Airport Master Plan should fit in with the City’s Coastal
Hazards Vulnerability Assessment. We are concerned that while the rest of the coastal area
is preparing for the full effects of SLR and increased flood events, the Airport is planning
on utilizing band-aid solutions and will put off serious consideration of relocation or
infrastructure redesign until the actual flooding is at hand.

The Importance of Identifying Specific Vulnerabilities

Although the moving of the Santa Barbara Airport is daunting (and therefore not covered
in the Airport Master Plan), the City of Goleta's Coastal Hazards Vulnerability
Assessment has identified the Goleta Sanitary District Wastewater Treatment Plant as
possibly having to be moved in the future - and the report has put a rough financial cost in
its assessment.

4 Draft 2015 City of Goleta Coastal Hazards Vulnerability Assessment and Fiscal Impact Report. City of
Goleta, op. cit., p. ES-1.

* Ibid., p. 5-6
® Ibid., p. 1-4
" Ibid., p.1-7

OCEAN-15
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The importance of identifying these vulnerabilities cannot be overstated. First, identifying
the problem in a document helps later on, when state funding is needed to make significant
moves. Second, if flooding of the Airport is inevitable, planners must weigh the wisdom of
spending funds on preservation rather than retreating - when retreating is inevitable. It is
not too soon to be thinking of the cost and logistics of retreat.

According to flood estimates and projections from the Environmental Impact report (EIR)
for the City of Santa Barbara’s Plan Santa Barbara General Plan Update, airport facilities
are already vulnerable to inundation in a 100-year flood event under year 2000 baseline
conditions®. Furthermore, the 2012 Santa Barbara Sea-Level Rise Vulnerability Study,
looking ahead to the year 2100, states: “With a rising sea level, the frequency and
magnitude of flooding in the Goleta Slough and Airport area can be expected to increase,
(as it is an area projected) to be affected by a 100-year coastal flood with as much as 55
inches (1.4 meters) of sea level rise”™”.

The map below presents the predicted 100-year flood events for existing conditions
correlated with the projected 2100 SLR scenario from the Plan Santa Barbara General
Plan Update. The flooded areas are in blue &

100-Year Planning Horizons

The total period for the remediation projects covered by the Drafi 2015 City of Goleta
Coastal Hazards Vulnerability Assessment and Fiscal Impact Report extends nearly 100
years, from 2010 through 2100. For planning purposes, the entire period is broken up into
four discreet “planning horizons.” Each horizon corresponds to the onset of a specific time
frame during which certain predicted impacts can be expected, and initiates with an onset
year (2010, 2030, 2060, 2100) from which a specific remediation plan can be set in

¥ Griggs, Gary, and Nicole L. Russell (University of California, Santa Cruz). City of Santa Barbara Sea-
Level Rise Vulnerability Study, California Energy Commission, Publication number: CEC-500-2012-XXX,
2012, p. 43

* Ibid

"% City of Santa Barbara. Certified Final Program Environmental Impact Report for the Plan Santa Barbara
General Plan Update — Volume 1, AMEC Earth & Environmental, Inc., Sept. 2010, p. 18-11.
<http://www.youplansb.org/docManager/1000000694/18.0_Global_Climate Change.pdf>

OCEAN-16
(cont'd)

OCEAN-17
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motion''. The year 2010 is considered the first year of the first planning horizon, since the
mapping of existing hazards was based on a LiDARI (Light Detection and Ranging)
topographic survey dating from that yearlz.

With each planning horizon year comes a predicted rise in sea level, increasing in severity
over time. The SLR projections from the report are as follows:

e Commencing in 2030: As much as | foot
e Commencing in 2060: Around 2 feet
e Commencing in 2100: Around 5 feet

Heal the Ocean submits that it is not too soon, at all, for serious long-range planning for
the Santa Barbara Airport - whether 1t stays or is forced to be relocated elsewhere. We
understand that under the EIR process there is no requirement to address sea-level rise and
its effects, but we feel that the relocation of the airport is not being considered seriously
enough. The fact that there is no legal obligation to plan for the (inevitable) effects of sea-
level rise and climate change adequately does not mean that planners should avoid these
considerations.

Thank you very much for this opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,
’ f 1;:1 J )’wf'.l:'.-'f,f L %( 5#%
Hillary Hauser, Executive Director Alex Bennett, Policy Associate

"' The 2015 City of Goleta Coastal Hazards Vulnerability Assessment and Fiscal Impact Report (Draft), op.
cit., Appendix A, pp. ESI1-ES2
"2 Ibid., p. ES-2

OCEAN-17
(cont'd)
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Response to Recirculated Draft Program EIR - Letter 16
Heal the Ocean (OCEAN)
Dated September 16, 2016

OCEAN-1 through OCEAN-12 are included in Appendix A of this Final Program EIR.

OCEAN-13: This comment states that the organization is concerned that sea level rise (SLR) is
onlyincluded in the Recirculated Draft Program EIR for “informational purposes” and that since
the Program EIR discusses impacts to the floodways at the Airport, this proves that the
discussion of SLR is actually being treated as more than just information.

Response: The floodways at the Airport, discussed in the Program EIR (Section 4.5 and Exhibit
4G), are related to the existing watershed during 100-year storm events, not increased flood risk
from the sea. As stated in the response to a similar comment in Appendix A (OCEAN-4), the
discussion of SLR in the Recirculated Draft EIR is provided for “information purposes” only based
on California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) case law. Pursuant to California Building Industry
Association (CBIA) vs. Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) (2015), CEQA analysis
“is concerned with a project’s impact on the environment, rather than with the environment’s
impact on a project and its users or residents” (CBIA, 62 Cal. 4" at 97).

OCEAN-14: This comment states concerns that the Program EIR does not include estimations
regarding sea elevation increases, land subsidence, or flood reduction success.

Response: The Program EIR incorporates by reference the Final Goleta Slough Area Sea Level
Rise and Management Plan (Slough Management Plan) (2015) and includes its strategies related
to the Airport as recommendations.

OCEAN-15: This comment provides detailed information regarding the City of Goleta’s
incorporation of California Coastal Commission guidance regarding preparation of a Coastal
Hazards Vulnerability Assessment into an updated City of Goleta Local Coastal Plan (LCP). The
comment then concludes that the Airport should fit in with the City of Goleta’s Coastal Hazards
Vulnerability Assessment.

Response: While located adjacent to the City of Goleta, the Airport is under the jurisdiction of
the City of Santa Barbara. The City of Santa Barbara has a Climate Action Plan (2012), which
includes a chapter on SLR. Adaptation measures that would be applicable to the Airport are
similar to those identified in the Slough Management Plan and this Program EIR (i.e.,
strengthening in place, or elevation of, infrastructure, such as transportation and buildings). The
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City is also in the process of updating its LCP to incorporate SLR adaptation actions. However,
since the Airport is covered by its own LCP, it is possible that SLR adaptation actions for the
Airport will not be incorporated until the Airport LCP is updated.

OCEAN-16: This comment summarizes available information regarding flood estimates and
projections of future SLR at the Airport.

Response: Comment noted.

OCEAN-17: This comment provides information from the City of Goleta’s Draft 2015 City of
Goleta Coastal Hazards Vulnerability Assessment and Fiscal Impact Report and concludes that

it is time to consider relocation of the Airport.

Response: Comment noted.
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CITY OF SANTA BARBARA
AIRPORT COMMISSION

MINUTES
July 20, 2016

CALL TO ORDER

The Meeting on Wednesday, July 20, 2016 was called to order at 6:00 p.m. in the Airport
Administration Conference Room - 601 Firestone Road, Santa Barbara

ROLL CALL

Airport Commissioners: Carl Hopkins, Craig Arcuri, Karen Kahn, Kirk Martin, and Jim Wilson

Staff:

Hazel Johns, Airport Director

Tracy Lincoln, Airport Operations Manager

Jeff McKee, Airport Facilities Manager

Deanna Zachrisson, Airport Business Development Manager
Rebecca Fribley, Senior Property Management Specialist

Absent: Commissioners Dolores Johnson and Bruce Miller

CHANGES TO THE AGENDA

PUBLIC COMMENT

1. No one wished to speak.

CONSENT CALENDAR

2. Subject: Minutes
Recommendation: That Airport Commission waive the reading and approve the minutes of
the special meeting of Wednesday, May 25, 2016.

3. Subject: Lease Agreement - Above All Aviation
Recommendation: That Commission authorize the Airport Director to execute a one-year
and seven-month lease agreement with Above All Aviation, LLC, a California “C”
Corporation, effective August 1, 2016 and ending April 30, 2018, for 18,691 square feet of
aviation ramp, including one 3,522 square foot hangar and one 3,000 square foot hangar,
at 101 Cyril Hartley Place, for a monthly rental of $4,290 per month exclusive of utilities.

4. Subject: Lease Agreement - Summer Solstice Celebration, Inc.

Recommendation: That Commission approve and authorize the Airport Director to execute
a month-to-month Lease Agreement with Summer Solstice Celebration, Inc., a California
Non-profit Corporation, for two parking spaces, adjacent to the Super 8 Motel, at 405 So.
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Fairview Avenue, at the Santa Barbara Airport, effective July 21, 2016, for a monthly rental
of $131, exclusive of utilities.

5. Subject: Lease Agreement - Transportation Security Administration
Recommendation: That Commission approve and authorize the Airport Director to execute
a five (5) year Lease Agreement with the General Services Administration (GSA) for the
Transportation Security Administration for 988 square feet of office, breakroom, classroom,
and storage space in the Airline Terminal, at 500 James Fowler Road, at the Santa Barbara
Airport, effective August 1, 2016, for a monthly rental of $8,826.

6. Subject: FY2017 Airport Commercial/Industrial Lease Rates

Recommendation: That Airport Commission approve the proposed Fiscal Year 2017
Commercial/Industrial Rental Rates, for land and buildings at the Santa Barbara Airport.

7. Subject: Property Management Report — May & June 2016

Recommendation: That Airport Commission receive the monthly Airport Property
Management Report.

ACTION: Motion/Second for approval of the Consent Calendar by Commissioners Kirk
Martin/Jim Wilson. Unanimous voice vote (Absent Commissioners Johnson and
Miller).

NOTICES

8. That on Thursday, July 14, 2016 at 5:00 p.m., the Airport Commission Secretary duly posted
this agenda on the bulletin board at Airport Administration.

LIAISON REPORTS

City of Santa Barbara Liaison Councilmember Frank Hotchkiss
City of Goleta Liaison Councilmember Michael T. Bennett

ACTION: Presented by both Councilmembers

ADMINISTRATIVE REPORTS

9. Subject: Surf Air

Recommendation: That Airport Commission receive a presentation from Surf Air
representatives.

ACTION: Presented
10. Subject: Airport Advertising Agreement with Clear Channel Airports
Recommendation: That Airport Commission recommend approval to City Council and

authorize the Airport Director to execute a five (5) year with one 5-year option agreement
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with Inerspace Services, Inc. dba Clear Channel Airports to sell specific advertising space
in the Airport terminal, for a minimum annual guarantee of $7,500 or 20% of gross.

ACTION: Motion/Second for approval by Commissioners Jim Wilson/Kirk Martin. Unanimous
voice vote (Absent Commissioners Johnson and Miller).

PUBLIC HEARINGS

11.  Subject: Airport Master Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
Recommendation: That Airport Commission hold a public hearing to take public
comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Santa Barbara Airport Master
Plan.

No action will be taken at this hearing on the environmental review or the Draft Master Plan.

ACTION: Public Comment period was opened and closed with no one wishing to speak.
Presentation given by Airport Staff.

DIRECTOR'S REPORT

12.  A. Airport Operations
e Passenger Count
e Aircraft Operations
e Air Freight
B. Programs
1. Marketing & Communications Program
2. Master Plan
3. Wildlife Hazard Assessment
C. Capital Projects
Airfield Electrical, Safety, and Fence Project
6100 Hollister Avenue Development
Airline Terminal Solar Project
NOAA Project
D & G Car Dealership Project
Direct Relief — Purchase and Sale Agreement
. Wings Sculpture
D. Financial Summary
E. City Council / Airport Commission Actions
F. Safety, Enforcement, and Protection

NouswNE

ACTION: Presented

ADJOURNMENT - 6:58 p.m. on order of Chair Hopkins

Hazel Johns Rebecca Fribley
Airport Director Sr. Property Management Specialist
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ORAL COMMENTS

City of Santa Barbara
Planning Division

PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES

September 1, 2016

CALL TO ORDER:

Chair Campanella called the meeting to order at 1:01 P.M.

L ROLL CALL

Chair John P. Campanella, Vice-Chair June Pujo, Commissioners Jay D. Higgins, Mike
Jordan, Sheila Lodge, Deborah L. Schwartz, and Addison Thompson.

Absent: Commissioner Mike Jordan

STAFF PRESENT:

Beatriz Gularte, Senior Planner

N. Scott Vincent, Assistant City Attorney
Jessica Grant, Project Planner

Andrew Bermond, AICP, Project Planner
Steven Greer, Environmental Planner

Julie Rodriguez, Planning Commission Secretary
Jennifer Sanchez, Commission Secretary

IL. PRELIMINARY MATTERS:

A. Requests for continuances, withdrawals, postponements, or addition of ex-agenda
items.
None.

B. Announcements and appeals.

Ms. Gularte announced that the Staff Hearing Officer’s decision on 246 San Clemente
has been appealed to the Planning Commission. A hearing date will follow.
C. Comments from members of the public pertaining to items not on this agenda.

Chair Campanella opened the public hearing at 1:02 P.M. and, with no one wishing
to speak, closed the hearing.
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Planning Commission Minutes
September 1,2016
Page 2

III. CONSENT ITEM:

ACTUAL TIME: 1:02 P.M.

APPLICATION OF EVA TURENCHALK, AGENT FOR KRACH-BASTIAN
FAMILY TRUST, 3407 SEA LEDGE LANE, APN 047-082-010, A-1 ONE-FAMILY
RESIDENCE AND SD-3 COASTAL ZONES, GENERAL PLAN LOCAL COASTAL
PLAN DESIGNATION: RESIDENTIAL (1 DU/AC) (MST2016-00080/CDP2016-
00003)

The proposed project involves the permitting of five (5) “as-built” king palm trees on a 1.05-
acre bluff-top parcel. No additional development of the existing single-family residence is
proposed. The project addresses violations identified in enforcement case ENF2015-00998.

The discretionary application required for this project is a Coastal Development Permit

(CDP2016-00003) to allow the proposed development in the Appealable Jurisdiction of the
City’s Coastal Zone (SBMC § 28.44.060).

The Environmental Analyst has determined that the project is exempt from further
environmental review pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines

Section 15304 (Minor Alterations to Land).
Contact: Jessica Grant, Project Planner
Email: JGrant@SantaBarbaraCA.gov Phone: (805) 564-5470, extension 4550

MOTION: Lodge/Schwartz
Waive the Staff Report.
This motion carried by the following vote:

Ayes: 6 Noes: 0 Abstain: 0 Absent: 1 (Jordan)
Jessica Grant, Project Planner, responded to the Commission’s questions.

Chair Campanella opened the public hearing at 1:24 P.M., and with no one wishing to speak
the public hearing was closed.

MOTION: Lodge/Higgins Assigned Resolution No. 022-16
Approved the project, making the findings for the Coastal Development Permit as outlined in
the Staff Report, dated August 25, 2016, subject to the Conditions of Approval in Exhibit A
of the Staff Report with the following revisions to the Conditions of Approval:

1. Delete Condition B.1.

2. Change Condition B.2. to replace “should” with “shall”.

3. Change Condition B.3 to replace “should” with “shall”.
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Planning Commission Minutes
September 1,2016
Page 3

The motion was amended to include:

4. Add Condition C. Irrigation System Maintenance. The irrigation system shall
be maintained to prevent a system failure. Watering of vegetation on the bluff
shall be kept to the minimum necessary for palm tree survival.

This motion carried by the following vote:
Ayes: 5 Noes: 1 (Pujo) Abstain: 0 Absent: 1 (Jordan)

Chair Campanella announced the ten calendar day appeal period.

IV. NEW ITEM:

ACTUAL TIME: 1:30 P.M.

APPLICATION OF PATSY STADLEMAN PRICE, AGENT FOR MARK
NATION, GOLETA WEST SANITARY DISTRICT, 100 CLYDE ADAMS ROAD,
APN 073-450-003, AVIATION FACILITIES (A-F) AND COASTAL ZONE
OVERLAY (S-D-3) ZONES, LOCAL COASTAL PLAN LAND USE
DESIGNATION: RECREATIONAL OPEN SPACE (MST2013-00379, CDP2013-
00007)

The project consists of reconstruction of a decommissioned pump structure and expansion of
a vehicle garage at the Goleta West Sanitary District (GWSD) facility in the Appealable
Jurisdiction of the California Coastal Zone on Santa Barbara Airport property. The pump
structure would include a 396 square foot (sf) surface addition and a 2,784 sf subsurface
demolition (fill). The equipment garage would be expanded by 900 sf. The GWSD facility
is located north of the University of California Police Department and Santa Barbara County
Fire Station #11 and is accessed via UC Santa Barbara parking lot 32.

The discretionary application required for this project is a Coastal Development Permit
(CDP2013-00007) to allow the proposed development in the Appealable Jurisdiction of the
City’s Coastal Zone (SBMC §28.44.060).

The Environmental Analyst has determined that the project is exempt from further
environmental review pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines

Section 15301(e) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, which
allows for small additions to existing structures.

Contact: Andrew Bermond, AICP, Project Planner
Email: ABermond@SantaBarbaraCA.gov ~ Phone: (805) 564-5470, extension 4549

Andrew Bermond, AICP, Project Planner, gave the Staff presentation.
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Planning Commission Minutes
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Steve Amerikaner, Counsel for the Goleta West Sanitary District introduced the Applicant
team: Mark Nation, General Manager; Eduardo Galindo, Architect; and Patsy Stadleman
Price, Land Use Planner. Ms. Price continued the Applicant presentation.

Chair Campanella opened the public hearing at 1:54 P.M.

MOTION: Thompson/Lodge Assigned Resolution No. 023-16
Approved the project, making the findings for Coastal Development Permit as outlined in the

Staff Report, dated August 25, 2016, subject to the revised Conditions of Approval distributed
to the Commission on August 30, 2016.

This motion carried by the following vote:
Ayes: 6 Noes: 0 Abstain: 0 Absent: 1 (Jordan)

Chair Campanella announced the ten calendar day appeal period.

V. ENVIRONMENTAL HEARING:

ACTUAL TIME: 1:58 P.M.

SANTA BARBARA AIRPORT MASTER PLAN (MASTER PLAN)

RECIRCULATED DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
(MST2013-00453)

The project site is located at the Santa Barbara Airport (601 Norman Firestone Road). The
Santa Barbara Airport Master Plan (Master Plan) provides guidance for the Airport’s
overall development for the next 15-20 years, (i.e., 2014 to 2032). The Master Plan relies
on Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)-approved forecasts of aviation activity at the
Santa Barbara Airport (Airport) and provides development scenarios for the short term
(2017), intermediate term (2022) and long term (2032). These development scenarios are
not only reflective of the level of activity forecast to occur at the Airport, but are dependent
on federal funding cycles and the availability of grant money for aviation projects.

The proposed Master Plan consists of:

o Airfield Recommendations: Extension of Taxiway H to the west, parallel to the main
instrument runway, restriping of existing paved areas, paving light lanes along
taxiway edges, and relocating entrances and exits from the taxiway system to comply
with Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) recommendations.

e North Landside Recommendations: Consolidation of general aviation operations to
facilitate two Fixed Base Operator (FBO) lease areas on the northeast portion of the
airfield to provide tenant and visiting private aircraft services and facilities, and
support facility changes including the relocation of the Airport Maintenance Yard.

e Terminal Area Recommendations: Construction of a new Long Term Parking Lot
south of the Airline Terminal to accommodate 1,315 new or relocated parking spaces,
expansion of the Airline Terminal, and relocation of the south-side FBO.
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The Airport is located on approximately 948 acres adjacent to the City of Goleta and the
University of California, Santa Barbara (UCSB) in the South Coast region of Santa Barbara
County. Though incorporated in the City of Santa Barbara, the Airport is located eight miles
to the west of the rest of the City of Santa Barbara. Due to the proximity of the Goleta Slough
to certain proposed Master Plan project, approval of a Local Coastal Program (LCP)
amendment will be necessary for some of the proposed actions. An LCP amendment will,
therefore, be considered along with the proposed actions, as appropriate.

The public review of changes from the prior Draft EIR began Friday, July 15, 2016.
Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR must be received by Tuesday, September 13,2016.
The Draft EIR is recirculated because new Transportation/Traffic impacts (Impacts T-2 and
T-3) were identified in response to previous public comment received (CEQA Guidelines
§15088.5 (a)(1)). No action on the project will be taken at this hearing.

Following the end of the Recirculated Draft EIR public review period, a Final EIR including
responses to comments to both the initial Draft EIR and the Recirculated Draft will be

prepared, and subsequent noticed public hearing will be held at Planning Commission to
consider actions to approve the project.

Contact: Andrew Bermond, AICP, Project Planner
Email: ABermond@SantaBarbaraCA.gov ~ Phone: (805) 564-5470, extension 4549

Andrew Bermond, AICP, Project Planner, gave the Staff presentation.

Carl Hopkins, Airport Commission Chair, gave a PowerPoint presentation representing the
Airport Commission’s position that it is unnecessary to retain World War Il Hangars 1, 2 and
3 as Structures of Merit. They prefer to only retain Hangar 3 as a potential Structure of Merit.
The removal of Hangars 1 and 2 is necessary to provide adequate ramp space as proposed in

the Airport Master Plan and adequate FAA approved access to the planned additional T-
hangars.

Chair Campanella opened the public hearing at 2:24 P.M.

The following people commented on the project:

1. Gordon Feingold, Santa Barbara Airport pilot, supports the Airport Master Plan. He
appreciates the historical significance but only supports retaining Hangar 3. Removal | gp-2
of the hangars is necessary for the extension of Taxiway H, which is a safety issue.
Taxiway H has the ability to prevent accidents. —

2. Jenna Driscoll, Santa Barbara Channelkeeper, will be submitting written comments. ™|
Channelkeeper does not believe the mitigation measures proposed in the draft
recirculated EIR are sufficient to reduce environmental impacts. Many of their SBCH-14
concerns with the Master Plan would be addressed if the final EIR included a
mitigation measure that would require a separate EIR for the Taxiway H extension
project. —

3. Scott Cooper, Co-Chair of Audubon Society, will be submitting written comments. | AUD-56
Ninety percent of coastal wetlands in California have been lost. As a consequence,
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there are many rules and regulations to protect resident species. Many apply to the
Goleta Slough because it is the largest remaining sensitive wetland system in the state.
The dilemma for city planners is balancing development and safety with
environmental concerns. The proposed Airport Master Plan and EIR did not
adequately balance these issues and have flawed or inadequate data and analysis,
ongoing and proposed environmentally damaging activities, and a general disregard

for the Goleta Slough Ecological Reserve. The impacts on forging rafters should be
Class I.

With no one else wishing to speak, the public hearing was closed at 2:33 P.M.
Chair Campanella called for a recess at 2:33 P.M and reconvened at 2:48 P.M.

The Commissioners made the following comments:

. Commissioner Higgins would like to see mitigation monitoring and reporting to the

Planning Commission be included.

. Commissioner Pujo commented that the Wetland Mitigation and Monitoring Plan
for mitigation measures to impacts BIO-1 and BIO-4 need better clarification of
what the restoration and monitoring plan needs to look like and the criteria for
success. More information is needed on those parameters that should be included
and followed through.

. Commissioner Schwartz stated that with additional community input, we will raise
the bar on environmental analysis, especially with any impacts on the Taxiway H
safety project.

o Commissioner Campanella mentioned that the Airport has a designated wildlife
coordinator and the report included was complimentary but said that additional
improvements were necessary as we adapt to changing conditions on hazards, such
as birds. More input from the environmental community and the designated
wildlife coordinator, relative to the ecology, might set the stage for being more in
concert when this returns to the Commission when looking at how to monitor, not
just methods of mitigation, but long term monitoring. Things change and the
environmental plan should consider ongoing changes.

Chair Campanella and the Planning Commission expressed appreciation for Staff’s work on
the Airport Master Plan and look forward to seeing it progress.

VI. ADMINISTRATIVE AGENDA

ACTUAL TIME: 3:46 P.M.

A. Committee and Liaison Reports
1. Staff Hearing Officer Liaison Report
None was given.

2. Other Committee and Liaison Reports
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a. Commissioner Campanella reported that there will be a Special
Planning Commission Work Session on September 6, 2016.

b. Commissioner Campanella reported that the next Planning
Commission meeting will be Thursday, September 8, 2016.

c. Commissioner Campanella reported that it was First Thursday and
encouraged all to enjoy the downtown events.

VII. ADJOURNMENT

Chair Campanella adjourned the meeting at 3:47 P.M.

Submitted by,

( /%/
Julie R@uez, Plannin%gmmission Secretary
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City of Santa Barbara

Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report
On the Proposed Airport Master Plan
Sch# 2014061096
ES-2, Page 9
ES2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The City’s Airport Department has identified the following
specific goals for the Master Plan:

» Relocation of general aviation facilities and new general
aviation improvements.

» Airfield safety improvements.

+ Consolidation of automobile parking associated with the
Terminal.

* Terminal expansion
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City of Santa Barbara

Santa Barbara Airport Master Plan Draft EIR Appendix E
Page E-4
Historic Structures Report
Prepared by
Applied Earthworks, Inc. Lompoc CA

Although MCAS Goleta served an important support role for
the U.S. military during World War I1, the station’s squadron
hangars (Buildings 121, 261, 267, 309, and 317) and storehouse
(Building 268) do not appear to be eligible for inclusion in the
California Register. However, Squadron Hangars No. 1, No. 2,
and No. 3 (Buildings 317, 309, and 267) appear to be eligible
for listing as Santa Barbara Structures of Merit for their
contributions to the development of the airport and as the only
examples of their architectural type in the city of Santa Barbara.
As such, Buildings 317, 309, and 267 are historical resources
for the purposes of CEQA. The Master Plan proposes to
retainthese buildings resulting in a Class III, no significant

impact.

B-175
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» Hanger 3 is in good condition and currently being used as a maintenance hanger as it was in WWII.

* The proposal is to keep hanger 3. It is likely that it will continue to be used as a maintenance hanger for at least the
next 5 years or more.

» Hangers 1 and 2 are in fair condition and require extensive and expensive work to maintain them even in fair
condition.

» Hanger 1 substantially limits the number of flight school, transient, and tie down aircraft even if it is closed up and not
used at all.

» Hanger 2 blocks access to planned future T hangers used by light general aviation.
 All of the hangers are behind the security fence and require an escort or security badge.
* These hangers are not suitable for today’s airplanes and current uses.

* None of the hangers are very visible to the public.

City of Santa Barbara B-176 Final Program EIR
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It is the position of the Airport Commission that it is unnecessary to retain
World War II hangers 1, 2, and 3 (buildings 317, 309, 267) as city structures
of merit. We concur with the proposal to retain hanger 3 as a potential city
structure of merit.

However, the removal of hanger 1 is likely to be needed in order to provide
adequate ramp space for light general aviation as proposed in the master plan.
This includes space for flight school planes, transient aircraft, and possible
additional city tie downs.

The removal of hanger 2 is likely to be needed in order to provide adequate
FAA approved access to the planned additional T hangers which will replace
hangers on the South side of the airfield being removed for commercial
operations.

This statement is being placed into the public record so as to provide timely
notice to the planning commission and the city council of the likely future
need to remove these two structures that are potential city structures of merit.
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Response to Oral Comment 1, Gordon Feingold (GF)
City of Santa Barbara Planning Commission Hearing
September 1, 2016

GF-1 is included in Appendix A of this Final Program EIR.

GF-2: This comment restates the commenter’s support of the Airport Master Plan and the
Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project. It also states that he supports retaining only World War Il
hangar No. 3 (referred to as Building No. 267 in the Draft Program EIR).

Response: Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Oral Comment 2, Channelkeeper (SBCH)
City of Santa Barbara Planning Commission Hearing
September 1, 2016

SBCH-1 through SBCH-4 are included in Appendix A of this Final Program EIR; SBCH-5 through
SBCH-13 are included previously in this appendix.

SBCH-14: The commenter will be submitting written comments. However, they do not believe
that the mitigation measures provided in the Recirculated Draft Program EIR are sufficient to
reduce environmental impacts. Therefore, the Final Program EIR should include a mitigation
measure that requires that a separate EIR for the Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project.

Response: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Responses to Comments SBCH-5
through SBCH-13 as well as Topical Response #3. All projects recommended in the proposed
Airport Master Plan that meet the definition of a project under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) and need future discretionary approvals will be required to complete some
level of environmental review. However, it is not appropriate for the type of environmental
document to be determined at this time when neither the timing nor the design of such projects
is available. The Taxiway H Airfield Safety Project would require a Local Coastal Plan (LCP)
amendment, General Plan amendment, and rezone prior to the issuance of a Coastal
Development Permit for the project. These tasks cannot be approved until the State
environmental review process for all discretionary actions is complete.
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Response to Oral Comment 3, Audubon (AUD)
City of Santa Barbara Planning Commission Hearing
September 1, 2016

AUD-1 through AUD-32 are included in Appendix A of this Final Program EIR; AUD-33 through
AUD-55 are included previously in this appendix.

AUD-56: The commenter will be submitting written comments. The commenter does not
believe that the proposed Airport Master Plan and Program EIR adequately balance
development and safety with environmental concerns. He also thinks the proposed Airport
Master Plan and Program EIR have flawed or inadequate data and analysis and a general
disregard for the Goleta Slough Ecological Reserve.

Response: Thank you for your comment. Please refer to Responses to Comments AUD-1 through
AUD-55 for responses to detailed written comments related to this oral summary comment.
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